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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Granrtam and Mr. Justice Srirtixe will be the 
Vacation Judges for the ensuing Long Vacation. Mr. Justice 
Sretine will take the earlier portion of the Vacation. 





Mx. Warp and Mr. Crows will be the Chancery registrars 
acting during the Long Vacation. It is understood that both 
these gentlemen will be in attendance during the earlier part of 
the Vacation. 





Tue Court or Aprzat No. 2 has undertaken the hearing of 
Queen’s Bench interlocutory appeals, and a notice has been issued 
that the court would commence this business on Friday, the 16th 
inst. 





Lorp Justice Corron has been sitting with the Privy Council, 
leaving Lords Justices Lixptey and Lores to hear interlocutory 
appeals in Court of Appeal No. 2. 





THE RETIREMENT of Sir Frepentck Portotk, the Queen’s 
Remembrancer, and the death of the Honourable Epwarp Rowitty, 
both of them masters of the Supreme Court, call attention to the 
provisions of the Supreme Court of Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879. 
With a view of reducing the number of the masters of the Supreme 
Court by a gradual process, section 8 (3) of that Act provides that 
a vacancy in the office of any master of the Supreme Court, other 
than a master being Queen’s coroner and attorney, or master of the 
Crown office, shall not be filled until the number of masters is 
reduced to eighteen. Whether the number of masters is 
ultimately to be eighteen or nineteen it is hard to say. The 
words of the section indicate that when there are eighteen 
masters, and not until then, a nineteenth may be appointed ; but it 
appears to have been intended at the time the section was drafted 
that there should be six masters for each of the three former 
Common Law Divisions. The office of Queen’s Remembrancer 
will now, in pursuance of section 14 of the same Act, be held by 
Master Gzonce F. Portocx, who is the senior master, having been 
appointed to the office of master in October, 1851. The number of 
masters being now reduced to eighteen, the right to fill the 
vacancy is, under the Judicature Act, 1884, s. 19, vested in 
the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and the Master of the 
Rolls, “in rotation, or in such order or manner as they, by agree- 
ment amongst themselves, may determine.” 





Ir rae Counc of the Incorporated Law Society are not 
altogether gratified with the resolution passed at the meeting last 
week in favour of omitting from the report the passage re- 
cording the fact that ‘‘the council saw mo reason for al- 
tering” the preliminary examination in the direction suggested 
—i.e., of raising it to the standard of the matriculation ex- 
amination of the London University—they should reflect 
that the resolution was a natural result of the proceedings 
at the previous meeting. When the council or their repre- 
sentatives consider and affirm that an examination which does not 
involve knowledge enough to construe a passage of Virgil pre- 
viously unseen, or to do any Euclid, is a guarantee of ‘‘a reasonably 
liberal education ”—they can hardly expect to obtain the complete 
confidence of a body of educated men in the soundness of their 
decision against any effort to raise the standard of the examination. 





The truth is, however, we fancy, not that the council saw “no 
reason ” for altering the standard, but that they saw a good many 
difficulties in the way of raising it. Unless you can get the 
equivalent examinations raised, the only result of raising the pre- 
liminary examination would be to drive candidates away from the 
Law Institution to other places. This, however, as we have pointed 
out before, is no reason against an effort being made either to do 
away with equivalent examinations altogether, or to have higher 
equivalent examinations substituted. There is also, no doubt, 
another difficulty in the question of the effect of raising the 
standard on the granting of dispensation orders. We trust, how- 
ever, that the result of the discussion and division at the recent 
meeting will be to lead the council to a reconsideration of their de- 
cision to retain, without any alteration, a standard which is certainly 
unworthy of a learned profession. 





An atrempt was recently made, in the Court of Appeal No. 2, 
by what the late Lord Justice Jams would have called ‘a very 
courageous application,” to introduce fresh evidence during the 
hearing of a case which had gone over the first day. The case was 
one of claims against the estate of a deceased person, and by way of 
that corroboration which is required under a rule of prudence 
long acted upon in chancery, the claimant put in an account book, 
which he said was kept as one of the business books of the deceased. 
The court expressed a doubt whether the book would amount to 
corroborative evidence, but no decision on the point was necessary, 
because the court was of opinion that the book had been either fabric- 
ated or manipulated, and that it was, at all events, untrustworthy. 
After disposing of some of the claims, the court adjourned for the 
day. The book being relied cn in support of further items, the 
claimant’s counsel next morning proposed to whitewash the sus- 
picious book by the help of a clerk who had fora time had the 
keeping of it. The court, however, would not allow the rehabilit- 
ating affidavit to be read. Lord Justice Corroy said it was only in 
very exceptional circumstances that fresh evidence should be 
allowed—and perhaps it ought never to be allowed at all—to be 
given after the hearing of a case had begun, either in the courts of 
first instance or in the Court of Appeal. The court could not allow 
affidavits to be adduced from time to time to meet difficulties as 
they arose during the hearing. 





Tue atrention of the country law societies should be directed 
to the resolution passed by the members of the Kent Law Society, 
at their annual meeting, on the subject of the remuneration of the 
solicitor-trustee. It puts as clearly and concisely as possible the 
reasons for an alteration of the rule established by Lord Lyypuursr. 
We believe the view prevails in some quarters that the grievance 
alleged is rather a sentimental one, and that no solicitor appointed 
executor or trustee need feel any difficulty in inserting the 
remuneration clause, and explaining to the testator the reason fur 
its insertion. That, however, is not the view of a large number 
of solicitors, to whom the necessity for explaining to every testator 
who wants to appoint his solicitor as trustee of his will, that 
special provision will have to be made as to remuneration, is so 
irksome and unpleasant as to contitute a substantial grievance. The 
consequences which may result from the decision of Mr. Justice 
Curry in Re Barber (ante, p. 202)—that a clause enabling a solici- 
tor-executor to charge for professional services gives him a beneficial 
interest within section 15 of the Wills Act—afford an additional 
reason for attempting to get rid of the necessity for the insertion 
of the clause. The ground of the learned judge’s decision, it will 
be remembered, was that a payment which could only be claimed 
by virtue of an express direction in the will was not a “debt” of 
the testator or his estate (within the exceptions in the section), but 
a benefit given by the testator. 
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Tue question whether the appeal clause of the County Courts 
Consolidation Bill (clause 119) is merely consolidatory, or whether 
it effects a change in the law seems likely to give rise to some 
controversy. The clause in question combines section 6 of the Act 
of 1875, which provides for an appeal without stating a special case, 
with section 14 of the Act of 1850, which gave a right of appeal 
when the amount claimed exceeded £20. Section 15 of the latter 
Act, which provided that the appeal should be in the form of a 
special case, has been allowed to drop. It is contended, on the one 
hand, that the Consolidation Bill, by not keeping alive the pro- 
vision of the Act of 1850 as to appeal by special case, effects an 
alteration in the law. On the other hand, it is maintained that 
this procedure is already dead ly virtue of the R. 8. C. of 
December, 1885, and that the Consolidation Bill, in allowing 
section 15 of the Act of 1850 to drop, does not go beyond its scope 
as a measure, for all practical purposes, of a purely consolidatory 
character. It is stated, in support of the former contention, that 
section 45 of the Judicature Act, 1873, gave power to assign to 
divisional courts of the High Court of Justice appeals by special 
case—among others, appeals from county courts. This is not 
quite correct. The actual words of section 45 are: ‘‘ All appeals 
from . . . acounty court which might, before the 
passing of this Act, have been brought to any court or judge whose 
jurisdiction is by this Act transferred to the High Court of Justice, 
may be heard and determined by divisional courts of the said High 
Court of Justice, consisting respectively of such of the judges 
thereof as may from time to time be assigned for that purpose.” 
The section provides that judges may be assigned to form divisional 
courts for the purpose of hearing, inter alia, county court appeals. 
It seems impossible to construe this section to the effect that it 
merely gives power to assign county court appeals to divisional 
courts. It is said, further, that appeals by motion have been “ so 
assigned,” by virtue of ord. 59, r. 1, but that appeals by special 
case have not ; but this rule merely provides that certain proceed- 
ings—among others, ‘‘ appeals under section 6 of the County Courts 
Act, 1875”’—“ shall continue to be heard and determined before 
divisional courts.” Rules 1 and 2 of order 59 correspond with 
rules 1 and 2 of the old order 57a, which were made in Decem- 
ber, 1876, in order to give effect to section 17 of the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Act, 1876. Ord. 59, r. 4, which corresponds with 
the old ord. 58, r. 19 (rule 11 of the R. S. C., December, 
1876), provides that all appeals from inferior courts under section 
45 of the principal Act (except Probate and Admiralty appeals) 
‘‘shall be heard by such divisional court of the Queen’s Bench 
Division as the Lord Chief Justice of England shall, from time to 
time, direct.” Now section 45 of the principal Act obviously 
includes appeals from county courts by special case as well as 
appeals by motion, and, though the latter are mentioned specifically 
in ord. 59, r. 1, whilst the former are not, both forms of appeal 
are clearly covered by rule 4 of the same order. This being s0, 
how can the contention be maintained that appeals from county 
courts by motion are under the jurisdiction of a divisional court, 
whilst appeals by special case are not, and that, consequently, the 
R. 8. C. of December, 1885, apply to appeals by motion but not to 
appeals by special case, and that the latter procedure remains un- 
affected by the rules in question? Seeing that ord. 59, r. 4, 
provides that all appeals under section 45 of the Act of 1873 shall 
be heard by a divisional court of the Queen’s Bench Division, and 
rules 9—17 of the same order, made under the powers conferred by 
section 28 of the Judicature Act, 1884, apply to appeals to the 
Queen’s Bench Division from county courts in all proceedings other 
than proceedings in bankruptcy, it seems necessarily to follow that 
the old procedure by special case on appeals from county courts 
ceased to exist on January 1, 1886, the day when the R. S. C. of 
December, 1885, came into operation. 





We nerorr elsewhere a case in which the hitherto triumphant 
career of the bankruptcy authorities against solicitor’s costs has met 
with a check. The daughter of a bankrupt paid to her father’s 
solicitors £12 out of her own moneys towards the costs of getting 
him through his difficulties. Upon the costs of the bankruptcy 
petition being taxed, the official receiver sought to deduct the £ 12, 
but the solicitors objected that he could not take credit for a sum 
which had been paid by a third party out of moneys which never 
formed part of the bankrupt’sestate. Ultimately, even the Board of 





Trade came to see the reasonableness of this contention ; but, before 
authorizing the official receiver to pay the amount of the allocatyy 
in full, they required an affidavit to be made by the bankrupt’s 
daughter that the £12 never formed part of the bankrupt’s 
estate. Thereupon the bankrupt’s solicitors applied to the registrar 
of the county court that the official receiver might be directed to 
pay the costs incurred in satisfying the Board of Trade; and the 
registrar granted the application. 





We are Grav that one point was brought out in the “ library 
discussion” at the meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, 
to which sufficient attention has not been hitherto directed 
—viz., the importance of the question from the point of view of 
the country members of the society. It is not too much to say 
that one main reason for country solicitors joining the society is the 
advantages which they obtain from the library during their visits 
to town; and, if the efforts which are being most properly made 
to increase the number of country members are to succeed, care 
must be taken that these advantages are not in any way curtailed. 
The evidence as to the extent to which inconvenience is occasioned 
to members by the law students is conflicting; naturally, each man 
judges from his own experience, but it appears to us that there is 
nothing which may not be largely mitigated, if not altogether 
removed, by judicious arrangements for utilizing the existing 
accommodation; and if the library committee would appoint, from 
time to time, one of their members to undertake the duty of per- 
sonally visiting the room at times when readers are likely to be 
most numerous ; receiving complaints of grievances, and reporting 
to the committee suggestions of improvements in the arrangements, 
we fancy that the present dissatisfaction would soon cease. The 
practice adopted by the benchers of the Inns of Court of appointing 
one of their number “master of the library” for a year, has 
many advantages. 





Tr 1s wrrntn the experience of shareholders in public companies 
that proxy papers are frequently sent out previously to a general 
meeting, stamped with a penny stamp, and, in some cases, having 
a halfpenny stamp for the purpose of their return through the 
post, and, in most cases, indicating the name of a director or 
directors to whom the proxies may be given. On Wednesday last 
Mr. Justice Kay decided, in Studdert v. Grosvenor, that this is 
illegal. He does not deny the right of directors to print and send 
out proxy papers, to be paid for out of the company’s funds, but 
he holds that they have no right to spend the funds of the company 
in stamping these proxies, which are for the conveniznce of each 
particular shareholder who does not attend the meeting, and in 
many cases are not used and the stamps wasted. To insert 
the name of any director to whom proxies may be given is to 
give to the body of directors an advantage whereby they are able 
to influence the vote of the shareholders. Solicitors acting for 
public companies will, no doubt, appreciate the importance of this 
decision. 








The series of articles on ‘The Organization of a Solicitor’s 
Office,” which appeared in the columns of this journal last year, 
have been republished by Messrs. Waterlow & Sons, Limited, in an 
exceedingly convenient and handy form. We may, perhaps, be 
permitted to draw the attention of our readers to the advantage of 
having at hand the practical suggestions contained in this book on 
the various branches of the work of a solicitor’s office. 


One of the most important sales of the year took place at the Auction 
Mart on Wednesday, when Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & 
Bridgewater sold the following properties—namely, a freehold ground 
rent of £1,250 per annum, secured upon No. 56, Threadneedle-street, 
with reversion in 73 years, realized £40,000; a freehold ground-rent of 
£300 per annum, secured upon No. 54, Threadneedle-street, with rever- 
sion in 35 years, sold for £10,000; No. 24, Leudenhall-street, freehold, 
let at £750 per annum, sold for £15,600; No. 26, Leadenhall-street, free- 
hold, let at £400 per annum, sold for £7,700; No. 27, St. Paul’s-church- 
yard, freehold, let at £1,100 per annum, sold for £21,000; No. 5/, 
Fenchurch-street, leasehold, let at £540 per annum, sold for £5,200. The 
total amount of the sale was £99,500. 

In a case of Ex parte Rawlings, Re Cleaver on the 8th inst., Mr. Justice 
Cave held that the insertion of the ordinary covenant for further assur- 





ance in a bill of sale did not render a bill of sale invalid. 
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TRUSTEES’ CLAUSES FOR INSERTION IN 
WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 


In our last number (ante, p. 602) we gave the clauses 
conferring special powers on trustees which have been settled, at 
the request of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, by 
Mr. Wolstenholme, one of the conveyancers to the Chancery 
Division. As it is probable that clauses settled by a gentleman 
of Mr. Wolstenholme’s high professional position, and issued with 
the sanction of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
will be very largely employed, we think it desirable to submit 
them to a somewhat critical examination. 

Every person who has any experience, whether as a lawyer or 
as a trustee, of the cruel manner in which trustees are treated by 
the judges of the Chancery Division, must feel great sympathy 
with the motives of the council in publishing these clauses. At 
present trustees may act under the advice of solicitors of the 
greatest respectability and intelligence, who, perhaps, may have 
fortified themselves with the opinion of counsel of experience, 
but, if the advice is bad, the trustees have to suffer in their 
pocket for having adopted it; in fact, we may say that trustees 
who employ a solicitor are considered by the court as guaranteeing 
the soundness of his advice. The question remains whether the 
clauses under consideration sufficiently provide for the safety of 
trustees. 

The part of the first of the clauses which is new has three 
objects :— 

First, to afford protection to trustees and purchasers in cases 
in which the court considers that depreciatory conditions of 
sale areemployed. Where this was the case, the court, on 
the suit of a cestui que trust, restrained the purchaser 
from completing the purchase (Dance v. Goldingham, 21 
W. R. 761, L. R. 8 Ch. 902, and declined to enforce 
specific performance against the purchaser in an action by 
the trustees: Dunn v. Flood (33 W. R. 315, L. R. 28 Ck. 
D. 586) ; 

Secondly, to protect trustees advancing money on mortgage 
against a hard-and-fast rule that not more than half the 
value should be advanced on house property ; 

And, thirdly, to alter the rule as to valuations. 

The clause provides for the first of these objects by declaring 
“that the trustees or trustee for the time being may, at discre- 
tion, make any sale subject to any conditions (whether actually 
required by the state of the title, or other circumstances, or not) 
which may be deemed expedient.” Does this provision give to 
the trustees any power, or give any protection to a purchaser 
from them, that would not exist if the clause was not inserted ? 
Consider the language of James, L.J., in his judgment in Dance 
v. Goldingham :—“I have always understood it to be the law, 
consistently with authority and principle, that, however large may 
be the power of trustees under their trust deed to introduce con- 
ditions limiting the title, and other special conditions which have, 
or are calculated to have, a depreciatory effect on the sale, they 
are bound to exercise them in a reasonable and proper 
manner—that they must not rashly or improvidently introduce a 
depreciatory condition for which there is no necessity”; and 
accordingly he concurred in an order restraining the sale, though 
the trustees were authorized to sell ‘‘ under such special or other 
conditions or stipulations as to title, or evidence of title, or other 
matters as to them or him shall seem fit.” See also the judgments 
of Baggallay, L.J., and Bowen, L.J., in Dunn v. Flood to the same 
effect. It appears from the language of these judgments that 
merely giving discretion, however unbounded, to the trustees will 
not _ them from the consequences of using their discretion un- 
wisely. 

Bearing in mind that the preparation of conditions of sale is a 
matter peculiarly within the province of the solicitor, it appears 
to us that the proper manner of guarding the trustees, and the 
purchasers from them, would be to provide (we do not attempt to 
settle the clause) that, on a sale by trustees, all conditions advised 
by their solicitor shall be deemed proper, though in fact they 
may be improper. 

The question how much money a prudent man will advance on 
the security of house property is one on which our readers can 


that have taken place in the value of house property in the last 
few years, there are many cases where the security for an advance 
which, at the time when it was made, was less than half the 
value of the mortgaged property, is now wholly inadequate. 
Whatever be the limit imposed, either by law or the terms of the 
settlement, there will always be cases where foolish trustees will 
advance more than they ought. The object should be to render 
trustees safe who have taken reasonable precautions to ascertain the 
value, although they may have failed in some nicety required by 
the court ; not to encourage them in making advances to an unsafe 
amount. The great hardship in Fry v. Tapson (33 W. R. 113, 
L. R. 28 Ch. D. 268) was, not that the trustees were held liable 
for advancing more than half the value of the house property, or 
for employing the mortgagor’s valuer, which was clearly wrong, but 
that when they acted as ninety-nine people out of a hundred would 
have acted they were held liable. It was held that they were 
liable because they acted on the report of a surveyor appointed by 
their solicitor instead of appointing a surveyor for themselves. 
We suppose that most people who know nothing of business would 
be ignorant that it was their duty as trustees to have a valuation 
made of property offered to them as security, and that, when they 
were informed by their solicitor of their duty in this respect, 
they would ask him what valuer they ought to employ. Now, 
having regard to the language of Kay, J., in Fry v. Zapson, it 
appears to be the doctrine of the court that it is not ‘“‘the usual 
course of business” to employ a solicitor to select a valuer, and 
that, accordingly, trustees who do so are personally liable if the 
solicitor appoints an improper person. It ap to follow that 
the proposed clause (which speaks of “‘ a valuation obtained in the 
usual course of business’) only substitutes two-thirds for one- 
half of the value of the property as the amount to be advanced, and 
does not touch the question as to how the valuation is to be made. 
The opinion of the court in Fry v. Tapson was that the employ- 
ment of a London surveyor to value a house at Liverpool was 
improper. Possibly this view, as applied strictly to house prop- 
erty, may be correct, but it is the ordinary practice of business 
men not to be satisfied with the opinion of a local valuer as to 
agricultural property, but to require that of a London valuer. The 
clause under consideration does not appear to enable a London 
valuer to be employed in cases where the court would hold that, 
5 in the usual course of business,’ a local valuer ought to be em- 
ployed. 
These objections to the clause might be obviated by substituting 
for the words in the clause ‘‘a valuation obtained in the usual 
course of business,” the words ‘‘a valuation made by a person 
appointed by the said trustees or trustee, or by their or his solicitor, 
whether such person practises in the neighbourhood of the prop- 
erty or not.” z 
In order to complete the protection of the trustees on the points 
above discussed, it would be proper to provide for their indemnity 
in case their solicitor does not do his duty. 
Without wishing to be hypercritical, we may observe that, 
though the meaning of the clause as it stands is perhaps clear, it 
rather deviates from the language generally employed by convey- 
ancers; we should have expected to have found the words 
‘* at their or his discretion,” ‘deemed expedient by them or him” ; 
or, if it was considered expedient for the sake of brevity to omit 
the words printed above in italics, the word ‘‘ their” in “may at 
their discretion ” should likewise have been omitted. 
The latter of the clauses, which is now well established as a 
common form, appears to carry its object into effect. We 
may point out, however, that it appears not to authorize the 
trustees to delegate any discretion to their solicitor or other agent ; 
it only authorizes them to employ him to do acts of any nature 
for them. 
It would be a very great boon to trustees if it became the prac- 
tice te insert in all settlements and wills a declaration that, as 
between themselves and their cestuis que trust, they should not be 
liable for any breaches of trust committed on the advice in writing 
of their solicitor; and, further, that they should be at liberty, 
notwithstanding any rule of law to the contrary, to take the proper 
steps to obtain a judicial decision on any matter of doubt arising 
in the execution of the trusts, and to defray the costs out of the 
trust estate whatever be the decision of the court. We have lately 
heard of a case which affords a good example of the benefit that 
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que trust to part of a settled fund in which infants are interested. 
‘The solicitor to the trustees, who is a man of great experience, 
advises the trustees (1) that, according to certain recent decisions, 
the claim is probably well founded, and that, if the trustees put 
the cestui que trust to establish his claim before the court, they 
may probably be made to pay the costs personally ; (2) that these 
decisions will very likely be overruled by the Court of Appeal 
before the final division of the fund, so that, if the trustees pay 
anything in satisfaction of the present claim, they may, on the 
final division of the trust, have to pay it over again out of their 
own pockets. Can the absurdity of our harsh laws against trustees 
require further exemplification ? 

In conclusion, though we have criticized the ‘‘ clauses’ some- 
what closely, we consider that the council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have done very good work in suggesting provisions 
for general use; it would be a great advantage to the profession 
and the public if the council would consider by the light of their 
wide experience other clauses, commonly introduced into settle- 
ments and wills, which require resettling. 








THE EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT, 1880, 
II.—Tue Construction or tae Act (continued). 


(2) Sufficiency of notice.—The second point we proposed to dis- 
cuss on the interpretation of the statute is the sufficiency of the 
notice which must be given before an action is commenced. By 
section 4 no action shall be maintainable unless notice that injury 
has been sustained is given within six weeks, and the action is 
commenced within six months from the occurrence of the accident 
causing the injury, or, in case of death, within twelve months 
from the time of death, provided, in the latter case, that the 
want of notice shall be no bar to such action if the judge shall be 
of opinion that there was reasonable excuse for such want of notice 
By section 7 the notice is to state the name and address of the 
person injured, the cause of the injury in ordinary language, and 
the date at which the injury was sustained; the notice is to be 
served on the employer or on one of several employers, and service 
may be effected either by delivery at the employer’s residevce or 
place of business, or by being posted in a registered letter ad- 
dressed to his last known place of residence or of business, and 
service in the latter mode is to speak from the time when a letter 
containing the notice would be delivered in the ordinary course of 
post ; finally, no notice is to be deemed invalid by reason of any 
defect or inaccuracy therein, unless the judge who tries the action 
shall be of opinion that the defendant is prejudiced in his defence 
by such defect or inaccuracy, and that the defect or inaccuracy was 
for the purpose of misleading. This last qualification almost 
nullifies the formal requirements of section 7, and reduces its im- 
perative effect to service of notice in the manner it prescribes. 
Thus, notice that the injury arose in consequence of the defend- 
ants’ negligence in leaving a certain hoist in their warehouse un- 
protected, whereby the plaintiffs foot was caught in the casement 
of the hoist and crushed, was held to state the cause of injury 
sufficiently within section 7, although the jury found at the trial 
that the accident occurred through the negligence of a super- 
intendent in the warehouse in allowing the plaintiff to go in the 
hoist alone (Clarkson v. Musgrave, 31 W. R. 47, L. R. 9Q.B. D. 
886). So, a letter from the wife of an injured workman to his em- 
ployer in the following terms :—‘‘Bone Mills, Dunbar, 5th Decem- 
ber, 1883.—Dear Sir,—I find I will need some more money, and 
will you please oblige me with ten shillings? It is now five weeks 
since Adam got his accident. His jaw is so badly smashed that 
he will never be the same man again. Adam has been advised to 
get damages from you ”—was held a sufficient notice of injury from 
a fractured jaw and other hurts from a fall over an unfenced 
stairhead (Thomson v. Robertson, 12 Sc. Sess. Cas., 4th Ser., 121). 
So a letter from the plaintiff's solicitor, giving only the date of the 
injury, and stating that the plaintiff was, and had for some time 
past, been under treatment at a hospital “for injury to his leg,” 
was held a valid notice, and a non-suit, grounded on the defect in the 
notice, was set aside, notwithstanding the county court judge had 
held that, in his opinion, if the omission could be regarded as a mere 
defect or inaccuracy, it was such as would prejudice the defendant 


in his defence, and must have been made for the purpose of mis- 


—= 
leading (Stone v. Hyde, 30 W. R. 816, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 76). §%& 
an omission of the date of the injury is a defect or inaccurag 
which does not vitiate a notice otherwise good (Carter v. Drysdale 
32 W. R. 171, L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 91). : 

Although not expressly, it is inferentially, provided that the 
notice shall be in writing (Moyle v. Jenkins, 30 W. R. 324, L. R, 
8 Q. B. D. 116), and it cannot, if bad in itself, be cured by reference 
to a verbal communication. Thus, where a workman made g 
verbal report of the injury to his employer’s inspector, who took 
down the details in writing and sent them to the employer’s super. 
intendent, a subsequent letter of the workman’s solicitor to the 
employer, stating that he was instructed by the workman to apply 
for compensation for injuries received on the employer’s premises, 
‘particulars of which have already been communicated to your 
superintendent,” was held to be an insufficient notice (Keen y, 
Millwall Dock Co., 30 W. R. 503, L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 482). In this 
last case the Court of Appeal considered, but did not decide, the 
question whether a good notice can be constituted by one writing 
referring to another writing; in our opinion this question should 
be answered in the affirmative, supposing the several writings 
relied on are all served within the time specified by the statute, 
This time is prescribed by section 4 to be six weeks from the 
occurrence of the accident causing the injury, and this require. 
ment, as also the requirement that the action should be com. 
meneed within six months from such occurrence, as prescribed 
by the same section, are absolutely imperative, except in the case 
of injury resulting in death, where the action may be commenced 
within twelve months from the time of death, and the want of notice 
may be cured if the judge be of opinion there was reasonable 
excuse for such want of notice. Thus, where notice had been duly 
given within the six weeks, but the action was not commenced 
until more than six months after the accident causing the injury 
had happened, tke court held it had no jurisdiction to entertain a 
claim under the Act (Clark v. Adams, 12 Sc. Sess. Cas., 4th Ser., 
1092). In considering the sufficiency of a notice it should always, 
therefore, be borne in mind that, whilst the contents of a notice 
need not be in strict accordance with the provisions of section 7, 
the service of a notice within the prescribed six weeks is a con- 
dition precedent to the maintenance of an action. 

(3.) Definition of Workman.—The last point we proposed to 
discuss in connection with the construction of the statute was the 
definition of workman—an expression which, under section 8, 
means a railway servant and any person to whom the Employers 
and Workmen Act, 1875, applies. The latter Act (38 & 39 Vict. 
c. 90) provides as follows:—‘‘ The expression ‘workman’ does 
not include a domestic or menial servant, but, save as aforesaid, 
means any person who, being a labourer, servant in husbandry, 
journeyman, artificer, handicraftsman, miner, or otherwise engaged 
in manual labour, whether under the age of twenty-one years or 
above that age, has entered into, or works under, a contract with 
an employer, whether the contract be made before or after the 
passing of this Act, be express or implied, oral or in writing, and 
be a contract of service or a contract personally to execute any 
work or labour” (section 10); this Act shall not apply to seamen 
or to apprentices to the sea service (section 13). It has been held 
by the Court of Appeal (Brett, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), 
affirming the Divisional Court (Day and A. L. Smith, JJ.), that an 
omnibus conductor engaged at daily wages, paid daily, is nota 
workman within the above section 10, and, therefore, is not 
entitled to the benefit of the Employer’s Liability Act, 1880 
(Morgan v. London General Omnibus Co., 32 W. R. 416, L. B. 
13 Q. B. D. 832, 12 Zbid. 201). ‘In the interpretation clauce of 
both Acts the word ‘means’ is used; this shews that the classes 
of persons mentioned and no others were intended to be compre- 
hended within the operation of the Acts. The word ‘ otherwise 

used in the earlier enactment shews that the statates were intended 
to apply only to those engaged in manual labour; they do not 
extend to any others. The classes enumerated are ‘ labourer, 
servant in husbandry, journeyman, artificer, handicraftsma, 
miner, or otherwise engaged in manual labour.’ Let me test for 
moment the meaning of these words; neither a carpenter, nor® 
bailiff, nor the clerk of a parish can be described as a ‘ labourer’ 
but a man ewployed to dig the ground is a ‘ servant in husbandry,’ 
a stevedore may be a person ‘engaged in manual labour.’ As (0 
the conductor of an omnibus, I cannot think that he falls withia 





any of the classes enumerated; he is not ‘engaged in mam 
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labour,’ he does not lift the passengers into and out of the 
omnibus; it is true that he may help to change the hotses; but 
his real and substantial business is to invite persons to enter the 
omnibus and to take and keep for his employers the money paid 
by the passengers as their fares; in fact, he earns the wages 
becoming due to him through the confidence reposed in his 
honesty” (L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 833, 834, per Brett, M.R.). 

The expression ‘‘ otherwise engaged in manual labour” includes 
a workman who does such labour, although he has others working 
under him ; thus, a potter’s printer, who contracts with his em- 
ployers to do manual work in which he is assisted by under- 
labourers whom he himself pays and engages, is a workman within 
the Act of 1875 (Grainger v. Aynsley, 29 W. R. 242, L. R. 6 
Q. B. D. 182). Buta person who is engaged to assist a firm as a 

ractical working mechanic in developing and originating ideas 
which the firm might wish to carry out, and in carrying out such 
ideas, is not within that Act (Jackson v. Hill, L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 
618). A man employed as second mate and pilot on board the 
defendant’s steamship, and also to superintend the loading and 
discharge of cargo thereon, was held to be a seaman, and as such 
excluded by section 13 of the Act of 1875 from the benefits of the 
Employer’s Liability Act, 1880 (Hanrahan v. Limerick Steamship 
0o., 18 L. R. (Ir.) 135). ‘‘ Part of the duty of a mate has refer- 
ence to the superintendence of the discharge of cargo, and if the 
deceased had an employment separate and distinct from that of 
mate or seaman, it lay upon the plaintiff to prove it expressly and 
distinctly ” (Idid., 137, 138, per Palles, C.B.). Upon the same 
section the Court of Session has decided that a fireman employed 
on board a steam canal barge, which usually plied on the Forth and 
Clyde Canal, was not a seaman, but a workman, and, therefore, en- 
titled to sue under the Act of 1880 (Oakes v. Monkland Iron Co., 
Limited, 11 Sc. Sess. Cas., 4th Ser., 579). In the court below 
judgment had been given for the defendants, on the ground that 
a fireman was a seaman within the definition of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1854, which declares that ‘‘seamen” shall include 
any person (except masters, pilots, and apprentices duly indentured 
and registered) employed or engaged in any capacity on board any 
ship (17 & 18 Vict. c. 104, s. 2). The Court of Session considered 
that this definition was not to be imported into the Acts of 1875 or 
1880 ; that a fireman was not, in ordinary parlance, a seaman, and, 
further, that, in the particular case at bar, the vessel, as plying 
simply in inland waters, was not a ship within the meaning of the 
Act of 1854. Section 11 of the Merchant Seamen (Payment of 
Wages and Rating) Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 16), repeals 
section 13 of the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875, as above 
quoted, and declares that the said Act shall apply to seamen and 
apprentices to the sea accordingly, but that such repeal shall not, 
in the absence of any enactment to the contrary, extend to, or 
affect, any provision contained in any other Act of Parliament 
passed, or to be passed, whereby workman is defined by reference 
to the persons to whom the Act of 1875 applies. As no enact- 
ment to the contrary has been made, it seems to us that the pro- 
vision just quoted does not modify the meaning of “ workman ” as 
defined in the Act of 1875, for far asthe interpretation of the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, is concerned. 

Such being the present state of the law, it is recommended in 
the recent report of the Select, Committee on the Act that the term 
“workman” shall include, besides the persons included in the 
definition in the 8th section, seamen, and all persons, including 
omnibus and ttamway servants, who have entered into, or work 
under, a contract of service, made with the employer, either verbal 
or in-writing, and whether the work be performed in the em- 

loyer’s workshop or elsewhere, aid whether involving manual 
bour or not. The only objection we have to this recommendation 


is that it is too long-winded ; it would be simpler to say work: | 1 


man shall mean any person employed as servant by any other person 


as master. 
———SS SEE 


With reference to our notice of Mr. T. W. Braithwaite last week, a 
Correspondent reminds us that the leading London solicitors subscribed 
for a book and 350 guineas, which were presented to him in the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society on the 20th of July, 1874, in which book there 
was written the following testimony to Mr. Braithwaite’s services :—‘* who 
for more than thirty years had discharged with eminent efficiency, 
fidelity, and zeal, and with never failing courtesy and kindness, im t 
services in the office of Clerk of Records and Writs of the High Court of 
Chancery, in testimony of their sincere regard and esteem for one to whose 
intelligent and useful publications they had been much indebted for 
instruetion and guidance in the discharge of their professional duties.” 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


DAMAGES ARISING FROM WITHDRAWAL OF SUPPORT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—In reading your interesting article on the case of Darley 
Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell, a few points occur to me which do not 
appear to have been dealt with. 

1, If, as you state, it is admitted on all hands that it follows from 
Backhouse v. Bonomi that the act of excavation . . . is not per se 
actionable, what becomes of the case of Embrey v. Owen (6 Ex. 
353, 20 L. J. Ex. 212), in which it was laid down that where there is 
an injury to a right, actual damage is not essential to found an 
action? I have a right to natural and passive support for my prop- 
erty, and if my neighbour actively withdraws that support, sure 
he commits an injury to my right, although there may be no act 
damage by dala. Lord Blackburn’s contention, that the cause 
of action is not the particular damage, but the wrongful act event- 
uating in some damage, is clearly in accord with the last-named case. 
This case, and also Ashby v. White, seem to point to the act of exca- 
vation as being the ‘ wful ” act giving a cause of action. 

2. If the injury to a right is the real ground of action, the Statute 
of Limitations will run from that injury, and the subsidenc:s will 
merely supply the measure of damages. But, on the other hand, it 


is difficult to fix the adjoining owner with notice of the injury 
to his right by the withdrawal of support until the injury is 
evidenced by a subsidence — thereon. 


3. In an action brought for for withdrawal of support 
before actual damage, the attention of the jury should be called to 
the doctrine laid down in Duke of Leeds v. Amherst (20 Beav. 239), 
that, when a wrong has been committed, the wrongdoer must suffer 
aes on impossibility of ascertaining the amount of damage sus- 
tained. 


4. With regard to successive damages for successive subsidences 
arising from a single act of excavation, Lord Blackburn’s illustration 
of a furiously-ridden horse would apply, supposing the horse to have 
injured the same man several times at various points of its course. 
The man would have but one action for all the injuries. 

I am not sure that I have, in these remarks, trodden any ground 
that is not covered or touched by your article, so I ee for 
writing at such length. H. E. F. 

July 10. 


[In the case of Embrey v. Owen, which was a case of diverting 
water from a stream—a matter giving rise to somewhat different con- 
sideration sfrom those which arise in the case of withdrawal of support— 
the court said, in effect, that actual perceptible damage was not neces- 
sary to give a cause of action where a right was violated. This prin- 
ciple is not in terms infringed by Backhouse v. Bonomi, for the very 
point of that decision is that, when support is withdrawn, there is no 
violation of a right until supervenes from subsidence. 
Whatever logical ‘ifficulties there may in connection with thac 
proposition, it must, at the present day, be taken to be establishe1 
by the decision of the House of Lords in Backhouse v. Bonomi. As 
suggested by some of the observations of our correspondent himself, 
the result of that decision is on the side of justice and convenience, 
but it does seem to us that there is some logical difficulty in 
thoroughly reconciling the conclusion with certain accepted principles, 
and our article aimed at pointing out how this difficulty was illus- 
trated by the point which arose in the case of Darley Main Colliery 
Co. v. Mitchell and the arguments in relation thereto.—Eb. 8. J.] 





To CoRRESPONDENTS.—PERPLEXED.—Next week. 


[*,* In reply to our ice ager who wrote for information as to 
the oe of, and liability to repair, parish pounds, we regret 
that, although search has been made, very little information has yet 
been obtained. The books in which such information might be ex- 
pected carefully avoid the subject. In Toulmin’s Law Dicti — 
(tit. Pound), however, we find the following :—‘*A common poun 
belongs to a township, lordship, or village, and ought to be in every 
parish kept in repair by them who have used to do it time out of 
mind ; the oversight thereof is to be by the steward in the leet where 
any default herein is punishable—Dyer, 288; Noy, 52.” Unfortu- 
nately, however, on referring to the of *s and Noy’s 
Reports, we find nothing bearing on the subject ; nor do the indices 
to those reports lead us to any case on the subject. In the old 
Blount’s Law Dictionary (tit, Pound) it is stated that “the pound 
overt, being built on the lord’s waste, . . » is called the N 

und, for he provides it for the use of himself and his tenants—See 

itchin, col. 144.” On toning to Kitchin’s Court Leet, at the pl: 
indicated, we are again baffled, for nothing bearing on the subjeet 
appears. Further investigation will, however, be made,—EbD. 8S, J.) 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
Re GARNETT, ROBINSON v. GANDY—C. A. No. 2, 12th July. 


Marriuace Serriremzent — Covenant TO Setrie AFTER-ACQUIRED Prop- 
ERTY OF WirE—ConsTRUCTION—RELEASE SET ASIDE AFTER MARRIAGE. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 125, L. R. 31 
Ch. D. 648). The question was as to the effect of a covenant in a marriage 
settlement for the settlement of property of the wife. The settlement, 
executed on the 27th of September, 1859, contained a recital that the 
intended wife was absolutely entitled to a sum of £10,000, part of her 
share of the residuary personal estate of a testator, and this sum was 
settled upon certain trusts. There was also a recital that it had been 
agreed that the intended husband and wife should respectively ‘‘ enter 
into such covenants for the settlement of the future real and personal 
estate ’’ of the intended wife as were thereinafter contained. And there 
‘was a covenant by the intended husband and wife with the trustee that 
all the estate, property, and effects whatsoever, both real and personal, 
exceeding at any one time £300-in value (except such as should be of a 
chattel nature alone), which the intended husband and wife, or either of 
them in her right, should, at any time or times subsequent to the solemni- 
zation of the intended marriage, and during the intended coverture, 
become seised or of, or entitled to, either at law or equity, under 
any gift, devise, or bequest in her favour, or by. descent, representation, 
or any other means whatsoever, should be settled upon the trusts declared 
concerning the £10,000. The day before the execution of the settlement 
the intended wife had executed a general release to the trustees of the will 
of the testator, in which her share of the residue was stated to amount to 
£10,550. She thereby acknowledged the receipt of that amount as in 
full for all her share in the residue, and released the trustees in general 
terms from the trusts of the will, so far as regarded any claim which she 
had as aresiduary legatee under the will. It was subsequently, after the 
marriage, discovered that a mistake had been made as to the amount of 
the wife’s share of the residue of the testator’s estate, and that it really 
amounted to more than £15,000, and in 1885 the release was set aside by 
the court. The question then arose whether the additional £4,500 thus 
accruing to the wife was bound by the covenant. Kay, J., held that, 
though the covenant applied only to future property, it included this sum, 
on the ground that, her right to it having been barred by the release, her 
title not come into existence, or, at any rate, into possession, until 
the date of the order setting aside the release. The Court of Appeal 
(Corron, Linpiey, and Loprzs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. They held 
that the covenant applied only to after-acquired property, but they were 
of opinion that the release did not destroy the title of the wife, but was 
only a bar to her asserting it. When that bar was removed by the order 
setting aside the release she took the fund by her original title under the 
will, a title which accrued before the marriage, and, therefore, the fund 
‘was not bound by the covenant.—CounseL, Pearson, Q.C., and Shebbeare ; 
Hastings, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; Robinson, Q.C., and W. C. Druce; R. J. 
Parker. Souscrtors, Johnston, Harrison, & Powell; R. Smith § Wilmer ; 
J. F. Gandy. 





REID ». MAXWELL—(. A, No. 2, 8th July, 


Corrnicut — Recistration — First Pusiication — Work PvsisHep IN 


Successive Numpers— Prior Prsrication or somE Parts ABROAD — 
5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45, s. 19. 


In this case an important question arose on the law of copyright—viz. 
whether a British pe ect is disentitled to copyright in the United Kingdom 
if, owing to some act of his own, some portion of his work has been first 
published abroad. The action was brought by the executrix of a deceased 
author to restrain the defendants from publishing in this country, under 
the title of “‘ The Star of Empire,’’ a work which was alleged to be sub- 
stantially the same as another called ‘‘ The Finger of Fate,’ which had 
been composed by the testator, and the copyright of which the plaintiff 
alleged to belong to heras his representative. The work had been written 
by the testator, in 1866, for Messrs. Ward, Lock, & Tyler, of Paternoster- 
pe em pe to a proviso that the copyright should remainin him. It 
consis of sixty chapters, and appeared in the Boy’s Own Magazine in 
twelve monthly s during 1868, the first number being published on the 
27th of December, 1867, and when completed it was issued, together 
with other matter, by Messrs. Ward, Lock, & Tyler under the name of 
the ‘‘ Beeton’s Boys’ Annual for 1869.” In 1868 the testator gave a 
license to Mr. Munro, a publisher in America, to publish the work there, 
and it was published there in the year 1868, in weekly numbers, beginning 
in Jane, 1868, the publication bzing concluded in September, 1868, so that 
the latter half of the work was published in America before it was 
published in ~ The defendants were republishing the American 

in - The plaintiff registered the work under the Copyright 
Act of 1842, on the 20th of March, 1886, in her own name as the 
re, the date of first publication being stated as the 27th of 

ber, 1867, which was the actual date of the publication of the 
yp wy _ January, 1868) of the ~~ Magazine in which the 

e a - Bacon, V.C., granted an interlocuto: 

injunction fy my and the Court of Appeal (Corros, 
Laxpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. It was argued for the 
appellants that the right to ht in the story under the Copyright 
Act did not accrue until the whole had been published, before which in 
this case Munro had obtained the right of publishing the whole of the 


manuscript, and that, as to the latter half of the story, the registration 

was invalid, as the first publication had taken place in America. It was 

also contended that the registration was insufficient. On the other side 

it was contended that Munro only acquired the right of publishing the 

story in America, and that, as the publication of the story in England and 

America went on contemporaneously, a copyright in England was duly 
acquired, though the story was first completed in America, and that the 

publication in England of the first number of the story in December, 

1867, amounted, in fact, to a publication of the whole work, and was 

earlier in date than the publication in America. Corron, L.J., was of 

opinion that the registration under the date of the 27th of December, 

1867, as the date of first publication, was in strict accordance with section 
19 of the Act, which provided that the — of a work published in 
a series of parts should be entitled to ull the benefits of registration on 
entering in the registry the title of the work ‘‘and the time of the first 
publication of the first part thereof.” The first publication of a work 

published in parts was the publication of the first part of it. It was not 
necessary to register each part separately. If the parts were | aeesgpenee as 
one whole it was sufficient to register the publication of the first part as 

that of the whole. From the evidence it was clear that Munro had only 
acquired the right of publishing the story in America. It was not necessary 
now finally to decide the question whether, because of the prior publica. 
tion of the latter half of the work in America, the plaintiff was disentitled 
to copyright in England in that latter half; for, even if the defendants 
were entitled to publish the latter half of the wre they had been, in 
fact, publishing the whole. The point was doubtful, but at present the 
inclination of his opinion was against the contention of the defendants, 
It was doubtful, too, how far in the case of a work published in two 
countries contemporaneously the fact that the — in the foreign 
country had overtaken the publication here could be said to amount to a 
prior publication. But, even if this were so, it did not follow that the copy- 
right of the British subject had been thereby lost. The cases only decided 
that, in order to entitle a foreigner to copyright in this country, he must 
have published his work first here. This was laid down in Rowtleage y. 
Low (L. R.3 H. L.100). But no case had decided that an English author, 
who was clearly entitled as such to the benefit of the Act, had been deprived 
of his right because someone abroad had, by his authority, published some 
part of his work there before it was published here. The question was a 
serious one, and, in his lordship’s opinion, it would not be right for him to 
express at present any definite conclusion, but he was inclined to think 
that the copyright in any part of the work had not been lost through what 
had taken place in America. L:npiey, L.J., concurred. The question 
of prior publication was one of some nicety. It was not necessary to 
determine it now, and it would not be proper to determine it on an inter- 
locutory application ; but he was inclined to think the plaintiff was right. 
Lorgs, i said that he did not wish to express any concluded opinion 
on the question of prior publication. He thought, however, that, in 
determining the question of prior publication of a work which came out in 
parts, the date to be locked at was that at which the publication of the first 
part of the work took place.—Counsg., Horton Smith, Q.C., and H. Burto 

Buckley ; Marten, Q.C., and Marcy. Soxtcrrors, Linklater § Co. ; Pugh. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Re DEWHIRST’S TRUSTS—North, J., 10th July. 
AppornTMENT oF New TrusTzEzE—VeEsTING ORDER—RE-APPOINTMENT OF 
TRUSTEE ALREADY APPoInTED—TrustezeE Act, 1850, ss. 32, 34. 

This was a petition for the appointment of new trustees of a will and 
for a vesting order. There were three trustees, one of whom had become 
of unsound mind. In exercise of a power contained in a will, the other 
two trustees had appointed a new trustee in his place. The petition 
asked that the trustee so appointed might be appointed by the court to 
be a trustee of the will, together with the two trustees of sound mind, 
and that an order might be made vesting the trust estates in the three. 
Nortu, J., following the recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Vicat (ante, p. 536), declined to re-appoint the trustee who had been 
already validly appointed.—Covunszt, Charles Church. Soxtcrrors, Prior, 
Church, § Adams, 





Re GARDINER’S TRUSTS—North, J., 10th July. 
Appointment or New Trusteze—REMOVAL oF Bankrupt TrustEp—VESTING 


Orper—Repvucine Numper or Trustees—Trustez Act, 1850, ss. 32, 
34—Bankrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 147. 


This was a petition asking that one of the three trustees of a will who 
was a bankrupt and had absconded might be removed, and that the other 
two might be appointed sole trustees, and that an order might be made 
vesting the trust property in them. It had been found impossible to 
induce any person to act as the third trustee. Norru, J., refused to 
sanction the reduction of the number of the trustees.* He was of opinion 
that it was settled that, unless trust property was immediately divisible, 
or was about to be paid into court, the number of the trustees would not 
be reduced on an appointment of trustees by the court, except in an 
administration action. He could not sanction the reduction, even if the 
proposed trustees were new trustees, and not the old ones.—Covunszl, 
Giffard, Q.0., and Borrett. Sortcrrors, Morice, Toller, ¢ Blakesley. 


Re BOWES, LORD STRATHMORE v. VANE—North, J., 9th July. 


Banxers’ Lign—Extent—Deposit or Poticy or Insurance—MzEmMORANDUM 
or Dzposir. 
\ The question in this case was as to the extent of the lien of some 
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bankers upon @ policy of insurance which had been deposited with them 
by a customer. The customer was dead, and the action was brought to 
administer his estate. The deposit of the policy was accompanied by a 
memorandum, which stated that the policy was to be held by the bankers 
as security for an amount not exceeding £4,000, with interest and com- 
mission. It was also provided that the testator would, when called wu 

by the bankers so to do, execute to them a legal mortgage of the policy 
containing a power of sale. At the date of the testator’s death a balance 
of more than £5,000 was due upon his current account with the bankers, 
and they claimed, by virtue of their general lien, to hold the policy as 
security for the whole amount of the balance. Norrtu, J., held that the 
special agreement excluded the general lien, and that the bankers could 
not hold the policy as security for more than the £4,000, with interest 
and commission.—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and H. C. Deane ; Napier 
Higgins, Q.C., and Innes Watson. Soxscrrors, Western ¢ Sons ; Ridsdale ¢ 


Sons. 


Re CLAY, OLAY v. CLAY—North, J., at chambers, 12th July. 


AppoINTMENT OF TrustEEs—ORrIGINATING SumMONS—JURISDICTION—CoN- 
vEyanoinc Act, 1881, ss. 42, 69 (3). 


This was an originating summons by the three infant children of a 
testator (by a next friend) against his executors, for the appointment of 
trustees of the will under the provisions of section 42 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881. The summons also asked for the appointment of a 
guardian of the infants, and that an allowance might be made for their 
maintenance, and that (if necessary) the real and personal estate of the 
testator might be administered by the court. The testator had, by his 
will, devised and bequeathed all the residue of his property to the three 
infants, their heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, equaliy, to be 
paid to them on their respectively attaining twenty-one, but had not 
appointed any trustees. The estate consisted of freeholds, leaseholds, 
and money. Section 42 (1) provides that, ‘‘if, and as long as any person 
who would, but for this section, be beneficially entitled to the possession 
of any land is an infant, and, being a woman, is also unmarried, the 
trustees appointed for this purpose by the settlement, if any, or, if 
there are none so appointed, then the persons, if any, who are, 
for the time being, under the settlement trustees with power of sale of 
the settled land or, if there are none, then any persons ap- 
pointed as trustees for this purpose by the court, on the application of a 
guardian or next friend of the. infant, may enter into and continue in 
possession of the land, and in-every such case the subsequent provisions 
of this section shall apply.’’ By section 69 (3) ‘‘Eyery application to 
the court shall, except where it is otherwise expressed, be by summons at 
chambers.’”’ The chief clerk doubted whether he had jurisdiction to 
appoint trustees upon a summons, and the summons was adjourned to 
the judge. Norrnu, J., made an order appointing a guardian and two 
trustees for the purposes of section 42, and also granted an allowance for 
the maintenance of the infants,—Covnset, Dunning. Soxicrrors, Mar- 
chant § Benwell. 


ALLGOOD v. MERRYBENT AND DARLINGTON RAILWAY CO.— 
Chitty, J., 9th July. 


Venpor AND PurcHAsER—SALE TO Rarpway Company—Unrain Venpor— 
Venpors’ Lign—Orpber ror SaLe—Rxscission oF Contract—InsUNCTION 
aGarnst Rattway Company FRoM ustnc Lanp—Orpkr ror DBLIVERY oF 
PossEssIon, 


In this case, a railway company having taken the plaintiffs’ land and 
not paid for the same, and an order for the winding up of the company 
having been made on the ground of its insolvency, the plaintiffs brought 
an action against the railway company for the enforcement of their lien 
for the unpaid purchase - money, ng, in default cf payment, 
possession. In October, 1884, an order was obtained by the plaintiffs by 
consent, directing payment within three months, and, upon such payment, 
conveyance by the epee of the land to the company, and the order 
also declared that the plaintiffs were entitled to a lien upon the land, and 
in default of ponent gave liberty to the plaintiffs to apply to a judge in 
chambers to enforce such lien, and liberty to apply generally. Default 
having been made in payment, the plaintiffs produced evidence which was 
uncontradicted as to the property being unsaleable, and moved for 
payment into court within a week of the purchase-money, interest, and 
costs, and for an injunction restraining the company from using the land, 
and for replacing the plaintiffs in possession, following the order made in 
Williams v. Aylesbury and Buckingham Railway Co. (Seton on Decrees, 4th 
ed. p. 1331). The defendants objected that such an order could not be 
made, except after the land had been ordered to be offered for sale, 
relying on the report of Williams v. Aylesbury and Buckingham Railway Co. 
(21 W. R. 819) and Munns v. Isle of Wight Railway Co. (18 W. R. 781, 
L. R. 5 Ch, 414), where it appeared that, before the order was made, an 
actual sale had been directed. Currry, J., said that the position of the 
plaintiffs was the same as that of any other unpaid vendor, and was wholly 
unaffected by the circumstance that the purchaser was a railway 
who, (Wing v. Tottenham and Hampstead Junction Railway Co., 16 
W. R. 1098, L. R. 3 Ch. 760). The plaintiffs could enforce their lien b 
could have the contract to sell 


having the iand 
the defendants, orders to 


rescinded. In 


ut up for sale, or | 
e cases relied upon 

were first directed merely because the plaintiffs had elected that form of 
relief. Thus, in Williams v. Aylesbury, &c. Co., Selborne, L.O., declined to 
make the order as given in Seton on Decrees until it was shewn that a 


sale would be fruitless. That was a mere consequence of the plaintiffs 





baving obtained an order to sell, which the Lord Chancellor thought } 


should be worked out, but that an order for rescission was equally open 
to the plaintiffs was shewn by the circumstance that such an order was 
ultimately and in due course made by the Lord Chancellor. In the pre- 
sent case it was shewn that the p was unsaleable, and the proper 
course was to make the order as , the vendors having the o: 

rights of vendors without regard to what was for the convenience of the pub- 
lic, and, moreover, a sale having been shewn to be a useless mode of 
intervention. He should, therefore, make an order as asked, the time 
limited to the defendants being six weeks, instead of one week.—CovunszEL, 
Farwell; Oswald. Soxrcrrors, Cookson, Wainewright, § Pennington, for 
Clayton § Gibson, Newcastle-on-Tyne; Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. 


STUDDERT v. GROSVENOR—Kay, J., 5th, 6th, and 14th July. 


Company—Dreectrors—Linget—Costs or Crmmat Prosecutions For 
Lipset PAID OUT OF THE Funps or THE CompaNy—U.ttra Vires— 
Proxres—Srampinc Proxres ror Return—Frmumc 1m Name or 
DestrED CANDIDATE. 


This was an action by certain shareholders questioning the action of 
the directors of the Army and Navy Co-operative wry hy making 
certain payments out of the funds of the company. (1) 
instituted a criminal prosecution against a man for parading placards 
containing libellous statements concerning the company in front of the 
Army and Navy Stores. The man was convicted. e costs of the pro- 
secution were paid by the directors out of the funds of the company. It 
was held that they were rightly paid. (2) The directors ed by 
way of criminal information against the proprictors and publishers of the 
Broad Arrow eater ay a! for libellous statements in the paper against the 
directors personally and against their wives in relation to the business 
of the company. The defendants were convicted. The costs of the pro- 
secution were paid by the directors out of the funds of the company. It 
was held that they ought not to have been so paid; but the payment 
having been made in good faith, the directors ought not to be ordered to 
refund, according to the principle acted upon in Pickering v. Stephenson. 
(3) The directors were in the habit of sending out proxy forms, intended 
to be available on the election of directors, filled in with the name of the 
director in whose favour it was desired the form should be filled up as 

roxy, and stamped with a halfpenny stamp for return through the post. 
The costs of printing, despatching, and stamping these forms was paid 
by the directors out of the funds of the company. It was held that it 
was not proper to pay out of the funds of the company the costs of 
sending out and returning proxy forms with the name of the desired 
director who was to act as proxy inserted; that the costs of printing 
and sending out proxy forms with no indication as to the 
m whom it was desired to have appointed proxy might properly 
ave been paid out of the funds of the company, but that in no case 
would the costs of stamping proxy forms for return through the post be 
allowed to be paid out of the funds of the company.—CovunsgL, W. 
Pearson and Colquhoun; G. Hastings and Hadley ; C. Russell. Soxticrrors, 
H. Morris ; Tyrrell, Lewis, § Co. ; Davidson, Burch, § Whitehead. 


Re TRADE-MARK “‘MELROSE FAVOURITE HAIR-RESTORER ”— 
Bacon, V.C., 9th July. 


Trape-Marx — ReaistraTtion — Fancy Worp—Gerocraruicat Naue— 
Parents, Destcns, AND TrapE-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), 
s. 64. - 


This was a motion by S. R. Van Duzer that the Comptroller-General of 
Patents, Designs, and e-Marks — be directed by the court to pro- 
ceed with an application made on the 18th of September, 1885, by the said 
Van Duzer for registration of the words, ‘‘ Melrose Favourite Hair- 
Restorer”’ as a trade-mark under the Patents and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, 
in respect of a certain preparation for the hair, of which preparation the 
applicant was the proprietor. The point at issue depended on the con- 
struction to be put on the words of section 64 of the ts and Trade- 
Marks Act, 1883, which enacts that ‘‘a trade-mark must consist of or 
contain at least one of the following essential particulars (inter alia) :— 
‘ A distinctive device, mark, brand, . . . or fancy word or words not in 
common use.” The Comptroller-General had refused to register, asa 
trade-mark, the expression ‘‘ Melrose Favourite Hair-Restorer,” on the 
ground that the word ‘‘ Melrose” being the name of a in the United 
Kingdom, was or might be descriptive of locality, an could not, there- 
fore, be deemed ‘‘a fancy word not in common use” within section 64. 
The applicant had referred to Re Trade-Mark ‘‘ Alpine” (33 W. R. 725, 
L. R. 29 Ch. D. 877), a decision of Chitty, J., as an authority exactly in co) 
but the Comptroller-General intimated that the Board of Trade 
intended to lodge an ap’ in that case, but that, owing to an oversight, 
the notice of ——— not been lod, in time. Bacon, V.C., said the 
case was one in which a public officer to have a judicial construction 

ut on the Act of Parliament, so that m the discharge of his duty he might 
be able to act consistently in the future. The ent here was as 
“¢ Melrose”? was the name of a well-known abbey in Scotland, and had a 
geographical signification, it could not be deemed a fanciful or fancy 
word when applied to a pot of pomatum. In his opinion, however, 
itZwas a fan expression, and one ‘‘not in common use’’ in connection 


sell | with the description of article to which it was applied. He observed that 
registration 


section 74 of the same Act authorized the of—in addition to 
any trade-mark—“‘ any distinctive word or combination of words Ly = 
the same is common in the trade in oe with respect to which the 
application is made,”” and he had no hesitation in interpreting the 
expression ‘‘ fancy word or words not in common use’’ used in section 64 
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as meaning ‘‘not in common use in the tradein the goods with respect to 
which the application is made.”? The case of Re Trade-Mark ‘‘ Alpine,” 
before Chitty, J., was directly in point. It was a decision as to the con- 
struction to be put on the very same words of the 64th section. Chitty, 
J., in that case came to the conclusion with regard to the word “‘ Alpine,” 
—as he, the Vice-Chancellor, now did with regard to the word 
‘Melrose ’—that, as applied to goods, it was not a geographical descrip- 
tion, but a purely fanciful word. The applicant was, therefore, entitled 
to have the words ‘‘Melrose Favourite Hair-Restorer” registered as a 
trade-mark. It was urged that the applicant should pay the costs of the 
motion as part of the application for registration, but the Vice- 
Chancellor said he would not so order, as the case had been covered by 
the decision before Chitty, J.—Covunsr., Aston, Q.C., and LZ. B. Sebastian ; 
The Solicitor-General (Sir Horace Davey), and Ingle Joyce. Soxicrrors, 
Watney, Tilleard, § Freeman; The Solicitor of the Board of Trade. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ez parte GILBERT, Re GENESE—C. A. No. 1, 10th July. 


Witness — Privirecr — Rervsat To ANSWER — ANSWER TENDING TO 
CRIMINATE. 


The question in this case was whether a witness was justified in re- 
fusing to answer a question, on the ground that his answer to it might tend 
to expose him to a criminal prosecution. The witness had been summoned 
for examination by the trustee in a bankruptcy under the provisions of 
section 27 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. He was asked whether he had 
not been in partnership with the bankrupt. He declined to answer the 
question, on the ground that his answer might tend to criminate himself. 
He had formerly made an affidavit in some other proceedings, in which he had 
said that he had not been in partnership with the bankrupt. A prosecution 
for perjury had been commenced against him for that statement, but he 
had been acquitted. The witness, when he objected to answer, did not 
say that he had on any other occasion made a similar statement on oath. 
Mr. Registrar Finlay Knight allowed the objection. The Court of Appeal 
(Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) held that the objection 
ought to have been disallowed. Lord Esnrr, M.R., said that, as Cock- 
burn, C.J., pointed out in Reg. v. Boyes (1 B. & S. 311), some questions 
contained in themselves evidence of the jeopardy in which the witness 
would be placed if he answered the question in one way. But there 
were other questions which, in form, and in the absence of anything else 
appearing aliunde, were perfectly innocent. The question whether a man 

agreed to divide a commission with some one else was in form as 
innocent a question as could well be conceived. Something else was 
required to show that the answer of the witness might put him in 
a me In such a case, was the statement of the witness, that he 
lieved his answer might tend to criminate him, of itself sufficient to 
excuse him from answering? It was held by the Court of Queen’s Bench 
in Reg. v. Boyes (1 B. & 8. 311), by the Court of Appeal in Fr parte 
Reynolds (L. R. 20 Ch. D. 294), and also, as his lordship thought, by Field, 
J., in Lamb v. Munster (L. kK. 10 Q. B. D. 110), that, when the question 
was in form an innocent one, it was not enough for the witness to say 
that he believed his answer to it would or might criminate him. He must 
satisfy the judge that there was a reasonable probability that his 
answer would or might criminate him. He must satisfy the judge 
by some fact outside the question that his answer would 
or might put him in jeopardy. In the present case it was asserted 
that the witness had previously made, mm an affidavit in a judicial proceed- 
ing, a statement which might be inconsistent with his answer to the 
question put tohim. But, at the same time, it was shewn that he had 
already been tried and acquitted with regard to the statement in that 
affidavit, so that with regard to that affidavit he never could be in 
ae ar of criminal proceedings again. That was not sufficient to excuse 

im from answering ; he must go further, and satisfy the judge of some 
other fact which might make it dangerous for him to answer. It was 
su, that he might have made a similar affidavit in some other pro- 
ceeding. But he did not state anything of the kind, and there was 
nothing before the registrar to shew any probability that the witness 
would be liable to any prosecution. As the facts stood, the registrar’s 
decision was in conflict with the authorities. His lordship thought that 
the language used by the judges in Lamb v. Munster was, in substance, 
the same as that which had been used in Reg. v. Boyes and Ex parte 
Reynolds, and that the judges were only applying the rule previously laid 
down. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Henry Kisch; R. 

Vaughan Williams. Soxxcrtors, A. E, Rosenthal ; Todd, Dennes, § Lamb. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
POOLEY v. WHETHAM—C. A. No. 2, 13th July. 


Souicrron anp Crrent—Mortoace ny Ouient to Soxricrron—Unvsvan 
Provistons—Immepiate Power or SALE oN Deravtr. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Pearson, J. (ante, p. 289). 
The question was as 4 ote eyed of a sale made by a solicitor, of 
property mortgaged to him by a client, under a power in the mo to 
sell immediately in default of payment of the Neeclsegecunmee tt tee 
day fixed for payment. The mortgage was made by an agreement in 
writing drawn by K., the solicitor, P., the client, having no independent 
advice. It was dated the 3lst of May, 1879. It contained an admission 
by P. that he was indebted to K. in the sum of £450, upon an account 


settled that day between them, And, in consideration of K. forbearing 





to enforce immediate ment of the £450, P. agreed to pay the £450 
and £16 17s. 10d. for Ba interest to K., on the 11th of July, 1879, and 
thereby charged his interest in the Jersey Railway as a security in favour 
of K. for payment of the £466 17s. 10d., and agreed that he would, 
whenever required, execute to K. a formal mortgage of the property, 
The security was to be considered as collateral to a promissory note for 
£466 17s. 10d., dated the 11th of April, 1879, made by P. in favour of 
K., and payable three months after date. Any such mortgage was to 
contain such power of sale as K., or his counsel, or any expert in the law 
of Jersey, should think reasonable or proper, having regard to the nature 
of the property charged, and the ion of such counsel or 
should be final and conclusive. In default of the £466 17s. 10d., which 
would become due on the 11th of July, 1879, being paid on that day, or 
within fourteen days afterwards, K.’s power of sale, as such mortgagee 
as aforesaid, should be exerciseable immediately thereafter and without 
notice. In the meantime K. was to be considered entitled in equity, as 
from the date of the agreement, to the same powers, rights, and remedies 
in respect of the £466 17s. 10d. as if the mortgage thereby agreed to be 
executed to him had been duly executed immediately after the execution 
of the agreement. Before the execution of this agreement K. had been 

ressing P. for the immediate payment of £450 which was due to him. 
The £466 17s. 10d. was not paid within fourteen days after the 11th of 
July, 1879, and K., after writing several letters to P. demanding 
payment, gave him notice, on the 2nd of August, that he intended to 
exercise his power of sale under the agreement. On the 8th of August 
K. gave P. notice that he had ceased to act as his solicitor, and on the 
18th of October he sold the property for £700. On the 22nd of October, 
1879, P. was adjudicated a bankrupt. The trustee in the bankruptcy 
brought this action to set aside the sale, which he alleged to have been 
made at a gross undervalue. On the hearing by Pearson, J., it was 
contended, on the authority of Cockburn v. Edwards (L. R. 18 Ch. D. 449, 
25 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 756) that, inasmuch as the mortgage contained 
an unusual provision enabling the mortgagee to sell immediately, without 
any notice to the mortgagor, on default in payment of the mortgage debt 
on the day appointed, instead of providing that at least three months’ 
notice should be given to him of the mortgagee’s intention to exercise the 
power of sale, it was the duty of the solicitor to explain this provision 
fully to his client, the mortgagor; that the onus was on him to shew that 
he had done so, and that he had not discharged that onus ; and that, 
three months’ notice not having been in fact given, the sale could not be 
maintained, it having been made at an undervalue. K., by his defence, 
asserted that the provisions of the agreement were fully explained to P. 
Pearson, J., dismissed the action without calling on the defendants. He 
was of opinion that the agreement did not stand in the same position as 
an ordinary mortgage given to secure a loan which was to last for an 
indefinite time. The agreement stated that an account had been settled 
between P. and K., and, therefore, there was nothing to prevent K. from 
at once issuing a writ against P., and obtaining judgment under order 14. 
P. was in immediate peril of having payment enforced brevi meum. He 
asked K. for time, and K. agreed to give him three months’ time from 
the 11th of April, and no more. The agreement shewed that it was the 
intention of the parties that, if the money was not paid at the end of the 
three months, the power of sale might be exercised. The agreement was 
simply intended to give P. protection for three months, that he might have 
an opportunity of paying off the debt. There was no evidence that P. 
made a single remonstrance to K. at the time of the sale. As to the 
alleged undervalue, the plaintiff was bound to shew such an undervalue a8 
would amount to an indicium of fraud. He had not done this, and his lordship 
was not satisfied that there was any undervalue at all. The Court of 
Appeal (Corton, Liypiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decisicn on 
substantially the same grounds. Corton, L.J., said that the case was not 
that of a solicitor lending money to his client, but of a creditor pressing 
for payment of a debt which was then due, and agreeing to give three 
months’ time and no more. He entirely adhered to what was said in 
Cockburn v. Edwards as to the duty of a solicitor who took a mortgage 
from his client to explain to him the nature of the power of sale, supposing 
it to be in an unusual form, and to give him such advice as an independent 
solicitor would have given him, and that the onus was on the solicitor to 
shew that this duty had been discharged. But the present case was not 
that of an ordinary mortgage transaction between solicitor and client, 
and, moreover, the property mortgaged was of a peculiar nature. lt 
could not be said that P. did not understand the nature of the mortgage. 
Moreover, there was an arrear of three months’ interest, There was 
nothing to shew that the property was sold at an undervalue. Linpust 
and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Cookson, Q.O., and Sidney Woolf; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., and Grosvenor Woods ; Napier Higgins, Q.C.; Waddy, 
Q.0., and Dawney ; Swinfen Eady. Soricrrors, Harper § Battcock ; Newman, 
Stretton, ¢ Hilliard; Snell, Son, § Greenip; Kaye § Guedalla ; Rundle¢ 
Hobrow, 


ae 


Re ALFRED WARD (A BANKRUPT) 9th July. 


Oosts or Banxrupt’s Soricrrorns—Sum Pam sy Turrp Person TOWARDS 
Costs—Costs IncuRKED IN SATISFYING Boarp or TRADE. 


This was an application by the solicitors of the bankrupt to the regis 
trar of the Croydon County Court that the official receiver might ¥ 
directed to pay certain costs incurred at the instance of the Board 
Trade. It appeared that the bankrupt’s solicitors had been paid by the 
bankrupt’s daughter, out of her own moneys, the sum of £12 towards 
getting the bankrupt through his difficulties, irrespective of the taxed 
costs of the petition that might be allowed them from the bake 
estate. When the costs of the petition were taxed, the official ver 
sought to deduct from the amount thereof the said sum of £12. The bank 
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rupt’s solicitors objected to this deduction on the ground that the official 
receiver could not take credit for a sum paid bya third party and not 
belonging to the bankrupt. After me ee | on the matter, the 
official receiver, at the instance of the Board of Trade, required an 
affidavit by the bankrupt’s daughter, stating whether or not the sum of 
£12 had ever formed part of the bankrupt’s estate, and a negative affidavit 
being produced, after some further correspondence, the official receiver 

id the amount of the allocatur in full. The Reorsrrar acceded to the 
application, considering that the Board of Trade, being satisfied upon the 
evidence required by them that the bankrupt’s estate could not receive 
credit for the amount paid to the solicitors by a third party, should pay 
the costs incurred in satisfying the board accordingly.—Sourcrrors, 
Greenfield § Abbott ; Mercer. 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Annvat GenerRat Megetine. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was 
held on Friday, the 9th inst., at the society’s hall, Chancery-lane, the 
President, Mr. Henry Roscog, presiding. 


Tue Covunciu. 


Mr. Henry Watson Parker was elected president, and Mr. Henry 
Markby, vice-president of the council for the ensuing year. 

The following members of the council went out of office in rotation, and 
offered themselves for re-election :—Mr. 0. J. Follett, Mr. B. J. L. Frere, 
Mr. G. B. Gregory, Mr. John Hollams, Mr. Grinham Keen, Mr. N. T. 
Lawrence, Mr. Richard Mills, Sir Thomas Paine, Mr. W. Melmoth 
Walters, and Mr. Theodore Waterhouse. 

The PrestpEent announced that there were ten vacancies on the council 
and twelve gentlemen had been put in nomination. The names of the 
other candidates were Mr. Arthur Hepburn Hastie and Mr. Clair James 
Grece, LL.D. It would be necessary to nominate the candidates 
seriatim, and unless two of the gentlemen retired a poll would be 
necessary. 

The nomination was then proceeded with. . 

Mr. F. R. Parker, in proposing the name of Mr. G. B. Gregory, said 
he would like to take this opportunity of expressing the great indebted- 
ness of the society to Mr. Gregory for his long and careful attention to 
their interests in the House of Commons. He was sure the members 
regretted very much that he was no longer a member of the House. 

The Presipent said that Mr. Gregory had asked him to tell the meeting 
how sorry he was that he was not able to be present: but he was engaged 
in quasi-public duties elsewhere, which prevented him from attending. 
As none of the names of candidates had been withdrawn, the meeting 
would stand adjourned until the 5th of August for the purpose of 
receiving the report of the scrutineers as to the election by ballot which 
would take place meanwhile. 

The following gentlemen consented to serve as scrutineers :—Mr."Gilks, 
Mr. Ellerton, Mr. Dodd, Mr. Daw, and Mr. R. Letts. 

The following gentlemen were elected as auditors of the society’s 
accounts for the year ensuing:—Mr. John Stephen Chappelow, F'.C.A., 
Mr. James Carlos Patteson, and Mr. John Milton Elliott Collis. 


Tue Accounts. 


The Prestpent moved that the account of receipts and disbursements 
for the year ending the 31st of December, 1885, which had been printed 
and circulated, be approved and adopted. 

The Vice-Prestpenr (Mr. H. W. Parker) seconded the motion. 

Mr. PuiLumore moved, as an amendment, that the accounts be referred 
back to the Financial Committee to supply fuller details, calling attention 
to many of the items. He said the item for printing and stationery had 
been increased over the previous year from £649 to £811, the provincial 
meeting at Liverpool by nearly £100, printing the law society’s calendar 
by £300, and they had been told last year that new arrangements were 
about to be made to prevent the loss which had previously occurred from 
this. But they appeared to have jumped out of the frying-pan into the 
fire. Then there was the item of ‘‘Other expenses, including examina- 
tion postages, £1,534 6s. 10d.”” Last year that had been only £896, and 
he would like to know why it had increased nearly £600 in twelve months. 
There was also “‘ Law and Parliamentary, &c., Expenses, £2,054 19s. 11d.”” 
What proportion had been spent in Parliamentary expenses? The amount 
received from articled clerks was £10,000, and only £6,000 had been 
spent on their behalf. What had become of the other £4,000? It seemed 
to him an excessive sum if it had gone for mere office accounts and rent 
of rooms for examination purposes. 

Mr, Kimper seconded the amendment. 

The Pxestpenr observed that the society increased in numbers every 
year, and of course its expenses would increase. Mr. Pennington was 
the chairman of the Finance Committee, and would no doubt give the 
information asked for. He (the President) believed that Mr. Phillimore 
had given notice by letter, received this mornin only, that these questions 
ee be asked, so that there was rather an inadequate time for looking up 

8. 

Mr. Pznyrnoton said it was certainly an inconvenience to receive so 
short a notice, because it was necessary to be careful in replying. He 
thought that when a gentleman atta the accounts of the society it was 


reasonable that he should give two or three days’ notice of the points, so 
that there might be an opportunity of examining the books carefully, and 
ps tay the result. Mr. Phillimore had referred to the item of printing, 
saying that it was £811 this year, whilst it was £700 last year. is year 
the society had been put to considerable and extraordinary expenses in 
printing in connection with the subject of land transfer. Members would 
recollect that an important paper had been published and circulated some 
time ago which had treated that subject very exhaustively, and the cost of 
printing was of course considerable. With regard to the calendar, he 
could relieve Mr. Phillimore from all future anxiety on that point, because 
the society’s connection with the calendar, so far as the publication of the 
calendar was concerned, was now at an end. ‘The council had made 
arrangements by which the calendar would be published by a very eminent 
publisher, who would take upon himself the responsibility. Therefore, in 
the future, that item, he hoped, would entirely disappear from the 
accounts, excepting that he was rather hopeful that, in a not very distant 
future, they might have an item to go to the credit account from this 
source. The item of ‘‘ Other expenses, including examination postages,” 
was £103 15s. 11d. less than in the previous year. Mr. Phillimore asked 
a question in his letter about rates and taxes, and how much of that item 
(£1,508 8s. 5d.) was on behalf of the club. The rates and taxes were for 
the whole of the building, including the club, and the rooms were appro- 

riated to the club in accordance with a resolution of the society. Mr. 

hillimore also referred to the articled clerks’ fees. He had thought it 
right, without previously consulting the council or any of the members of 
the council, to make a representation to the judges upon that subject. 
He (Mr. Pennington) had said nothing upon the subject heretofore, but, 
of course, if Mr. Phillimore persisted in worrying the council with these 
questions, and suggesting that they were not doing their duty by articled 
clerks, and that they were spending their money improperly, it seemed to 
him reasonable that members should be told that a representation had 
been made to the highest authorities, and that it was made with a result 
with which Mr. Phillimore was well acquainted. (Severna, Mempexs: 
What was the result?) He did not wish to say more than was ible, 
but he thought it right to say so much that the meeting might understand 
that there was probably little or nothing in the objections which Mr. 
Phillimore repeated year after year, but he did not think it quite right 
that he should enter into further details. Of course, the council had been 
communicated with. Certain communications had taken place between 
them and the judges on the subject. He could not say how far the judges 
might think those communications of a confidential or private nature, 
and he thought the meeting would forgive him for not saying more. 

Mr. Puttirmore wished to explain that he had never taken any steps 
with reference to the accounts without communicating with the secretary 
beforehand. He had written to the Lord Chief Justice and to the Master 
of the Rolls, and had informed the secretary beforehand that he had intended 
to do so. In every course that he had taken with reference to the accounts 
he had invariably given the secretary full notice, and he thought it a little 
unfair of Mr. Pennington to endeavour to prejudice him in this meeting. 

Mr. Macarruur seconded the amendment because he conceived the 
accounts were framed in a manner which rendered it impossible for any 
member to test the figures. He was proceeding to criticize several of the 
items when 

Mr. Parker rose to order. They had this so often at these meetings that 
he would like to ascertain whether these were not matters for the auditors. 
The meeting ought not to be called upon to audit the accounts every year 
at the bidding of one or two members. 

Mr. Macarruvr said that the way the accounts were made was just the 
commencement of that system of fraud which was detected some years ago. 

Mr. Frxcu rose to order. Mr. Macarthur should withdraw the word 
“ fraud.’’ 

The Prestpent asked Mr. Macarthur to whom he attributed the fraud ? 
If he made use of such a word he ought to say to whom he was 
referring. 

Mr. Macarruvur: How can I tell when you refuse to inquire into the 
defalcations ? 

The Prestpent: It is a perfectly understood word. It means that 
some individual has been attempting to cheat the society. If you do not 
withdraw the word I cannot protect you. I have done my best to get you 
a hearing. 

Mr. EE said the first inkling of the fraud was obtained by the 
discrepancies in these figures which he had pointed out. 

Mr. Humrureys moved that Mr. M ur be not further heard until 
he withdraws the word “‘ fraud.”’ 

The Prestprnt: Are you prepared, Mr. Macarthur, to withdraw the 
word, or are you not? 

Mr. Macarruvr: Certainly not, sir. 

‘ The motion that Mr. Macarthur be not heard was carried, and he resumed 
is seat. 

Mr. Metvitt Green said that these discussions as to the accounts took 
up a great deal of time and produced very small results, because they dil 
not get before them anything of a definite character. He suggested that 
next year they should elect Mr. Phillimore an auditor, and he could bring 
up a model account. 

Mr. Purtimore’s amendment was negatived by a large majority, and 
the motion that the accounts be received and adopted was agreed to. 


Tues Annvat Rerort—Mippiesex RecrstTry. 
The Prestpent moved the adoption of the report. 
The Vicg-Pargstpent seconded the motion. 
Mr. Munron expressed his cordial agreement with the report, but said 
that it might be convenient for him to make a few observations on a 





| matter specifically referred to in the report with regard to the Middlesex 
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Recisry The couoeil, speakiug of the steps which had been taken in 
reference thereto, said as follows:—‘‘Mr F K. Munton a member of the 
society, having been charged 5s. for registering a memorial of 200 words, 
brought an action in the county court against the registrar to test the 
legality of the fees demanded. The 5s, in question was said to be made 
up as follows: 1s. 6d. for the memorial, 1s. 6d. for administering the oath, 
1s. for exhibiting the memorial, and 1s. for the certificate indorsed on the 
same. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that it was not legal to 
charge 1s. 6d. for the memorial of 199. words, and also that the registrar 
had no right to charge for administering the oath ; and, further, that there 
was no statutory right to the fee charged for indorsing the certificate on 
the deed. The county court judge gave judgment in favour of Mr. 
Munton to the extent of 6d., holding that the registrar was only entitled 
to charge 1s. for the memorial, being under 200 words, and that the 
other charges were fair and reasonable. Cross appealsin this case are pow 
pending, and the council are supporting Mr. Munton’s contention.’’ He 
said they were all interested in this question. There was probably no 
London practitioner who bad not, at some time or other, felt the difficulty 
of the position with regard to the Middlesex Registry, and he thought 
everyone would say that, even if they were dissatisfied with a certain recent 
decision, they were, at all events, satisfied that once and for all the maximum 
charges of the Middlesex Registry-had been defined by a proper tribunal. 
It was known that the view taken by the council was that the fees charged 
turned mainly upon the fee for administering the oath and the exhibit. 
It had been assumed, not only by the judge who tried the original case, but 
by the Divisional Court, that the option given by the Act of Parliament in 
relation to the administration of the oath was, in fact, in operation, and 
that solicitors could, if they pleased, take their memorials before a 
London commissioner, and thus save the trouble of personally 
attending at the registry. He would say that if that option 
were in operation there would be very little to complain of in their 
saying, ‘‘If you do not do this outside, and ask us to do the work inside, it 
is reasonable that you should pay us the same fee.’’ But, in the course of 
the original hearing, it had been stated by the registrar, who gave evidence 
on the subject, that, owing to the opinion of some well-known counsel, the 
registrar had refused to receive oaths taken before a London commissioner. 
The question had been raised by somebody, and counsel had expressed 
an opinion as to whether a present London commissioner did, or did not, 
hold the precise office which a former master in chancery held. Before 
the judgment of the court below was delivered it did come to the know- 
ledge of the county court judge that that option was no longer in opera- 
tion ; and in the course of his judgment he expressed very grave doubts 
indeed whether an affidavit so made could not now be rendered to the 
registrar ; and when the care came before the Divisional Court Mr. Justice 
Smith distinctly put it that it was a reasonable charge to make for the 
affidavit and oath, because the same charge could be made outside. But 
he (Mr. Munton) asserted that the registrars had never attempted to charge 
the shilling for the exhibit until they were driven home by the proceedings 
that were taken against them. He spoke with very great deference; but 
he said that it never had been proved for a single instant that the 
registrar had charged 1s. for the exhibit. As a matter of fact, they had 
never charged it at all until they had failed to establish their case that 
the memorial was longer than itreally was .and he thought no useful pur- 
pose would have been served in carrying the case further seeing that there 
was an end to all the old 7s. fixed charge, and there must be an end to 
what the registrar had admitted in his cross-examination when he said, 
‘Sometimes we charge a large sum when the property is big, and some- 
times a small sum when the property is small.” He (Mr. Munton) hoped 
the present decision would once for all open the eyes of the profession to 
the maximum charges. Now he came to the real points which would have 
to be considered in the future. Feeling that the Divisional Court might 
uphold this decision he had kept back a memorial in which he was personally 
concerned in order that, if the meeting should take the view which he 
took, he should have no technical difficulties raised against him. He was 
willing to pay, and he believed the profession was also, a fixed sum of 
money to do a particular work if he could not get it done for less outside, 
and he had the option of taking it outside if he liked. He could find no 
reason except the desire to get all the half-crowns for the assertion that 
they would not accept the affidavits of London commissioners. For they 
accepted affidavits in country cases. He proposed that, in order to raise 
the question, a memorial should be tendered to the Middlesex registrar 
duly sworn to by a London commissioner. Ifthe affidavit and oath were 
refused, then an application fora mandamus should be made in the Queen’s 
Bench to compel them to take the affidavit. The result of that applica- 
tion would settle whether they were, or were not, entitled to refuse 
affidavits so sworn. 


Tue Lrprary. 

Mr. F. R. Parker felt grieved by the small amount of attention which 
the library received in the report, and he wished to put three questions with 
regard to it. The first was whether the counell yet saw their way to 
reprint the catalogue ? It had not beenprinted and circulated since 1869. 
The second was whether, with a view to restoring to the members their 
ancient accommodation in the library, the council would restrict the use 
thereof to those students who had entered their names as candidates for 
honours? and the third was whether the Library Committee would receive 
a deputation from this meeting on the general management of the library ? 

Mr. Frxcu spoke in support of Mr. Parker’s views. The library was 


becoming very important and they had in it avery excellent collection of 
books, but without a catalogue the use of the librarywas very mnch curtailed. 
It was so important that there should be a catalogue that he would 
willingly be a voluntary subscriber towards the cost of preparing a new one. 
In recent years there had been a very admirable interest raised up on behalf 
forgotten that the institution was 


of articled clerks, but it must not 








established for the benefit of members of the profession and not for their 
clerks. The library was often full of boys and young men and to that 
extent the quiet and that facility for obtaining books which members very 
much desired was to a great extent put an endto. He suggested that 
accommodation might be provided elsewhere. Then he observed a 
pa’agraph in the report with reference tothose members of the profession 
against whom the council had found it necessary to proceed. e asked 
why their names were not given? There wasno reason for shielding them, 
and it would guard the interests of the upright members of the profession if 
this were done. 

The Przsrpent said that with regard to the question whether the council 
were prepared almost to expel, as he might say, the students from the 
library, at any rate with the exception of those who were going in for 
honours, he did not think they were pre todo that. The students after 
all were the solicitors of the future, and the council hoped they would join 
the society, and certainly one cause tending to this end would be the fact of 
their beingin the habit of coming to the institution as students. They 
were their own clerks and every consideration should be given to them which 
was at all consistent with the comfort of the members. He did not think 
great inconvenience was caused by them. He did not thinkit was av 
orying evil. It was suggested that they should be accommoda 
elsewhere but if they wanted to read in the library there must be 
two libraries, and that was a formidable thing to contemplate. Students 
could read the ordinary text-books at home. They wanted something 
better at the library. He was sure that the Library Committee and the 
council would do all in their power to obviate any inconvenience. The 
council would be very glad if Mr. Parker, or any gentleman joining the 
deputation he had suggested, would make practical suggestions which 
would not be too adverse to the students whilst meeting the wants of the 
members at the same time; and the council would be very pleased to 
receive the deputation and give every consideration to anything submitted 
by them. Then there was the catalogue. That question had been referred 
to the Library Committee, that they might consider the whole subject of 
the catalogue and the arrangement of the library; and making it more 
useful was under consideration. They would probably consult other 
librarians as well as the society’s upon the subject, and he should hope 
that that might be considered as sufficient without the council pledging 
themselves further with regard to printing the catalogue as it stands, 
because the printing of the catalogue was a matter of very great expense. 

Mr. Parker thought that, with regard to the students, the President 
scarcely appreciated his question. He disavowed in the strongest manner 
any expulsion of the students; but he argued that there was a supplemen- 
tary library—namely, the Examination Hall—which wasempty on every 
day except examination days. He asked that the text-books might be 
taken there, and so the students kept away from the library, which 
properly belonged to the members. He would also ask Mr. Finch, 
Mr. Gribble, and Mr. Lambert, to form the deputation to the council. 

Mr. Green said the deputation would not express the views of all of 
those present. He, for instance, had disagreed with what had been said. 

The Presrpent observed that they might call it a deputation, but the 
council would be glad to consider the suggestions of any member on the 
subject. It was hardly right that the meeting should appoint a 
deputation. 

Mr. Day thought the catalogue had better be postponed for further con- 
sideration. He had never yet found the students in the way in the library, 
and he spent many hours in it. He also spoke in high terms of the value 
of the services of the librarian and his assistant. He thought it would be 
preferable to improve the library before going to the expense of printing 
the catalogue. The library was a very great inducement—one of the 
leading inducements which brought country solicitors to the society, 
——— they knew that, on their recommendation, their clerks could read 
there. 

A Memner observed that it had not been noticed that one wing of the 
library was reserved entirely for members, and he had always found a great 
deal of room to spare there. 

Mr. Grresvez said the nomination of the deputation was not an asser- 
tion that they represented the views of the mecting. He had nothing 
whatever to say against the librarian and his assistant, but had always 
found them thoroughly well informed, and most civil and courteous; but 
of the young men who read there, the majority of them, in his experience, 
were not reading hard, but were frequently talking together in groups, 
which rendered it very distracting to those who suet to study. He 
suggested that Mr. Parker should frame an amendment to the report. 

Mr. Puiturmore was in favour of a son yy room, urging that not more 
than 200 or 300 books would be requ’ for the use of the students. 

Mr. Parker had only mentioned the names without any intention of 
preventing others from joining the deputation. He would move an amend- 
ment that the report be referred back so far as regards the library. The 
primary use of the library was to accommodate the members, and its 
secondary object to accommodate the students. The increase of the pro- 
fession increased the number of students, and the space for the use of 
members in the library was diminished. In 1866 the students were con- 
fined to the middle of the library, but the members had now only one wi 
to themselves. He had seen students conversing amongst themselves an 
reading newspapers in the library. Mr. Pennington at a former general 
meeting had said the catalo, would cost £200 or £300 to print, but he 
(Mr. Parker) thought it could be done for far less. However, the expense 
was @ necessary one. 

Mr. Green thought the amendment out of order. 

The Presrpent considered that it was quite com t for Mr. Parker to 
say that something had been left out which should have been inserted. 

Mr. Grinsie seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Pennineton (chairman of the Finance Committee) said that, with 
regard to the inconvenience which some members felt in consequence of 








July 17, 1886, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


623 








resence of students in the library, he ho that Mr. Parker and 
= who took the view which he had eae be a little patient. 
In the course of a very few years the society would take possession 
of some buildings in the immediate neighbourhood, and when they had 
ossession of these buildings they would be able, in accordance with plans 
which had been prepared some years, to extend the premises. 
(SzveraAL MEMBERS: When?) In about eight or ten years time. 
Right or ten years was a very short space of time in the life 
of an institution of this kind. Members could surely put up with 
a little inconvenience in order that they might have, at no very distant 
time, without any extraordinary expense, the additional accommodation 
which had been found to be wanted. He did not admit it at present, but 
he had not, perhaps, had the same opportunity of forming an opinion as 
ntlemen who had spoken. At any rate, he hoped that members would 
Cn the patience to wait. With regard to the espa that the students 
should be placed in the Examination Hall, members would bear in mind 
that there was no direct communication between that room and the library. 
Therefore it would not be a very easy arrangement, because it would be 
necessary to transport books upstairs and downstairs when they were 
wanted. Perhaps half-a-dozen books would be in the examination room 
in the sion of students, and members in the library could not 
possibly get at them. He trusted the members would have patience, 
notwithstanding that it might be necessary to wait for eight or ten years 
until the society got the additional rooms. With regard to the 
catalogue, he would ask members not to pass any resolution making it 
incumbent upon the council to reprint it. He was afraid the expense 
would be in excess of the amount he had mentioned rather than below it, 
because members would recollect the number of copies that would have to 
be printed. He would ask them to wait until the result of the delibera- 
tions of the Library Committee were known. They would probably 
recommend additions which would make the library much more complete 
than it was at present, and it would probably be an appropriate time when 
they should have a new catalogue when those additions were completed. 
Mr. Hzywoop wanted to plead for the students. He consulted the 
library frequently and had never found the slightest difficulty on account 
of the students. 
Mr. Parker accepted what Mr. Pennington had said, and with the per- 
mission of the meeting withdrew his amendment. 


Trustees’ CLAvsEs. 

Mr. Hanuant called attention to that part of the report dealing with 
trustees’ powers and clauses as follows:—‘‘The council have had under 
covsideration the cases of Dunn v. Flood (33 W. R. 315, LL. R. 28 Ch. D. 
586) where a contract for sale by trustees was held to be unenforceable 
against the purchaser on the ground that depreciatory conditions had 
been unnecessarily used, and Dance v. Goldingham, where it was held that 
tiustees were personally liable for selling under such conditions (21 W. R. 
761). As it appeared improbable that any early legislation would take 
place, the eouncil instructed Mr. Wolstenholme to settle a clause for 
insertion in wills and settlements dealing with these points, and also pro- 
viding that, on mortgages of leaseholds, the lessors’ title need not be 
investigated, a provision omitted from the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and 
which it had been proposed to insert in Mr. Ince’s Bill. The clause so 
settled was, after careful consideration by the council, and revisiun by 
Mr. Wolstenholme, sent to every member of the society.” He observed 
that the council had not favoured the society with their own views on 
the subject. 

The Prestpent said that of eourse all these questions were matters of 
degree. He assumed that Mr. Hanhart had read the case of Dunn 
v. Flood. He thought that anybody reading that could not fail to 
sce that a great deal of injustice was done. Conditions which any 
ordinarily sensible man would think quite harmless had been treated as if 
they were something dreadful to think of. Whether they would succeed 
in getting the court to construe Mr Wolstenholme’s clause as they had 
construed others—namely, in a totally different way from that intended— 
they did not know. But they had thought it their duty to settle the 
clause. Any practitioner who took that view was entitled to reject that 
clause and adopt any other he thought fit. The only object of the 
council was to assist such members of the profession as — it desirable 
to try and obviate some of the difficulties which had been felt by reason 
of these recent cases. 

PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 
pe Mr. Hasrte called attention to the following a in the tone — 

In July last the council had submitted to them for their consideration 
8 series of resolutions passed at the Law Students’ Congress. One of these 
resolutions was to the effect that the entrance to the profession should be 
by —— the London matriculation examination, or some examination 
equivalent thereto. The council replied that they saw no reason for alter- 
ing, in the direction suggested, the present mode of preliminary examina- 
tion of persons desirous of entering into articles.” He would move that 
the action of the council in refusing to adopt this resolution does not meet 
with the approval of the members. He Thad applied to the council to 
grant that permission which they had power to grant under the bye-laws, 
that a subject might be discu notwithstanding that it had been brought 
before the society within a period of twelve months, but had been 
informed that the bye-laws was for the pur of preventing hopeless 
motions being introduced. It could hardly be said that this was a hope- 
less motion, because the result of a division on the subject at the Tast 
meeting was that the numbers were thirty-seven for his motion, and 
thirty-six against it. He had received a large number of letters from 
members of the profession all over the kingdom, and the writers were 
unanimously of opinion that the standard of the entrance examination 
should be raised. His motion was, in effect, a vote of censure on the 
Council for refusing to qesent to the resolution of the Students’ Congress. 





The Presrpent: Do you think you can move a vote of censure upon the 
council on a discussion of the report? I want to know what the motion 
is, not what it isin effect. 

Mr. Hastie said it was that the meeting did not cere of the action 
of the council in refusing to assent to the resolution of the Law Students’ 
Congress. He had proved at the last meeting to demonstration that the 
preliminary examination was utterly uusatisfactory, and in no single 
subject was it any test of the knowledge of the candidate. He then went 
through each of the subjects, asserting that the questions could be 
answered by any boy in the fourth standard at a Board school. He was 
sure it would never do to raise the standard of the intermediate and final 
examinations, and to let the students study for some years only to be 
plucked at last. The standard of the preliminary examination must be 
raised as it had becn in all the other professions. He had taken no part 
in debates at these meeti in time past, and entirely di 


himself from any party in the society, and he deprecated some of the 
attacks which had been made on the council. He thought this was a 
question on which they really ought to be united. It wa for the benefit 
¥ the public as well as the profession that the tone of the profession should 


The Presrpent had a little difficulty in seeing how the amendment 
stood. The council had expressed an opinion that they could not support 
what the Law Students’ Congress wished, They did that as a matter of 
record. Mr. Hastie moved upon that what he said amounted, in effect, 
to a vote of censure that they ought to have done something else. He 
did not see how Mr. Hastie’s amendment could be put without a notice 
- the paper of business. It really had nothing to do with the adoption of 
the report. 

Mr. Hastre: I move that that passage be expunged. 

Mr. Cuar.ton seconded the motion. 

Mr. Marcuant (president of the Kent Law Society) oppcsed the motion. 
He was greatly averse to placing the keys of the profession in the hands of 
crammers, and he had a strong opinion that the educational hobby was 
being ridden to death. He considered the council deserved credit for the 
sobriety and sagacity with which they had acted in requiring from their 
students nothing more than that they should shew that they had profited 
in a reasonable degree by the advantages of a liberal education. The 
effect of the motion would be to prevent some of the sons of solicitors from 
following in the steps of their fathers. 

Mr. Apprson wished that it should not be thought that the council were 
at variance in that intending law students should be roperly trained. In 
1860, when the preliminary examination was established, the society had 
no control overit. The examination was in the hands of the judges, and 
the statute provided that various examinations in different p should 
entitle to dadionn to the ranks of the profession. In 1877, as far as 
the council could, they took the preliminary examinations into their own 
hands ; but the very Act of Parliament that gave them that power provided 
fora number of other examinations not under the control of the society, 
which equally gave a right of admission to the profession. What he 
wanted to point out was that the council did not want to drive students 
from coming to them to be examined, and if they made their examination 
more difficult than those examinations which exempted from it, candidates 
would not come to the society, but would pass the other examinations. 
At present the question of these examinations was being carefully con- 
sidered in connection with the Oxford and Cambridge examinations. 

The Presment said that, as was well known, a dispensing power was 
vested in the judges, and the council had fought against the exercise 
of that power to the greatest extent of their ability, because they had felt 
that no man ought to enter into the profession without having had a liberal 
education. But he might say that the feeling of the Master of the Rolls 
and of the the Lord Chief Justice was certainly that the council were 
somewhat severe. They did consult the council, and usually acted upon 
their advice, but it would not do for the council to strain this further. 
Therefore, the question of dispensation was always a serious matter to be 
considered, because the more severe they made the examination, the more 
strenuous would be the efforts to get rid of it. 

Mr. G. R. Dopp thought the standard of the examination might be 
considerably raised. It should be raised to the level of the matriculation 
examination of the University of London. He had acted upon this 
principle, and would not article any of his sons until they had passed that 
examination. 

Mr. Gripsx said that probably every gentleman had received a circular 
from Mr. Hastie adopting that view. He (Mr. Gribble) thought that a 
more unfit examination to subject a young man to, as a preliminary to his 
being allowed to earn his bread, he could not imagine. Chemistry and 
mathematics were amongst the subjects, and he thought them most 
unsuitable. 

Mr. Fixcu observed that the matriculation examination was based on 
the assumption that a man would pursue the subjects set therein for 
several years after entering the University. It was said that the profession 
was overcrowded, and that if the standard of the p’ examination 
were raised, it would operate in k people out of it; but that was not 
the view which ought to be taken in the interest of the public. Considering 
the reasons that had been put forward, and the efforts of the council for years 
to raise the education of the profession, and considering that its lead had 
been followed by the bar in this respect, he hoped that nothing in the 
nature of a vote of censure upon them would be carried. 

Mr. Purturmore thought there had been too much ef examinations. 
All they had to see was that the persons admitted to study the profession 
should Sone a minimum of knowledge sufficient to enable them to conduct 


the business of a solicitor. 
Mr. Boyes said there was a wide difference between the preliminary 
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and the matriculation examinations. He was in favour of raising the 
standard, but not to so great an extent. 

Mr. Kiweer was in favour of the matriculation examination being 
rejuired. It was extremely hard upon gentlemen who had gone to the 
universities and taken a degree, that they should be in the same position 
‘ as those who had passed the preliminary examination only. 

Mr. Leverton deprecated the suggestion that the motion was, in effect, 
a vote of censure on the council. The matriculation examination of the 
U :iversity of London was not too high. 

Mr. Hannart suggested that Mr. Hastie should withdraw the motion, 
aid ought to be satisfied with the statement of the president, that the 
ae ad the question of the examination under their serious considera- 

Mr. Hastie would not withdraw the motion, but wished to withdraw 
the statement that it was, in effect, a vote of censure on the council. 

The amendment was carried by 53 votes to 33, and the report, as altered 
by this amendment, was adopted. 


_ Untversity or Lonpon. 

Mr. NicHotas Hanxart moved in accordance with notice :—‘‘ That this 
society regards with satisfaction the proposals of convocation of the 
University of London: (a.) To confer upon the council of the society the 
right of directly appointing a member of the senate of the University; 
(4.) To recognize certain educational institutions as constituent colleges of 
the University, among which this society may be included ; (c.) To estab- 

a council of education, consisting partly of representatives of the 
constituent colleges, for the purpose of advising the senate on matters 
connected with the subjects of examination and the teaching thereof ; 
(d.) To confer upon the society other indirect representation among the 
members of the senate of the University, by means of four members to 
be appointed by the Council of Education, and of the ex-officio membership 
of the chairman of that council, and of the chairman of its standing 
committee (or Board of Study) in the faculty of laws. And requests 
the council to facilitate the concurrence of the society in these proposals.’’ 

The Presrpent said he did not wish to rule Mr. Hanhart out of order, 
because this was of course an important subject, but this teaching 
university was not yet even on its legs at all. There was only a report, as 
he understood it, from a committee appointed by the University of London, 
which had not yet been adopted, and no communication had been made to 
the society upon it at all. He thought it was rather premature to discuss 
what was really at present only in the air. The council only knew of 
it from outside newspaper reports of what had taken place. 

Mr. Hannart considered that it was not quite so much in the air. In 
respect of the new teaching of the University, it was simply a proposal 
that the University of London should be reconstituted or reformed. When 
he had given notice of the motion, the proposals were then the proposals 
of a committee of convocation, and since then the proposals had been 
adopted by convccation themselves in their entirety. It was not an im- 
proper thing for the society to take notice of it. It would be well for 
them to hold out the hand of fellowship and say that they were not indis- 
posed to accept a share in the government of the University. 

The Prestpent did not wish to stp Mr. Hanhart, but, supposing that he 
succeeded in carrying his resolution, it would hamper the society very 
seriously. They would be saying that they viewed with satisfaction 
—— that were not before them. The first duty of the council would 

, on receiving them, to refer them to a committee to carefully consider 
them. If the meeting passed the resolution he did not know what they 
could do. It was for the council to consider them when they came before 
them and then take the sense of a general meeting. 

Mr. Hanuart was not aware that there were any conditions imposed 
upon the society. It was a gift for which they were asked for nothing 
in return. He then referred to the many judges who had come from the 
University, and to the long list of Q.C.’s who had graduated there. 

Mr. Dopp seconded the motion. 

Mr. R. H. Witcocks agreed with Mr. Hanhart. Ue was in favour of 
the proposition, but asked him to accept an amendment either to leave 
ovt the last line requesting the council to facilitate the concurrence of the 
society in these proposals or to substitute these words: ‘‘and requests 
the council to take these proposals into careful consideration.’’ 


The Presipent suggested that the first sentence should be omitted, The 
society had not had the proposals before them, except in the newspapers. 

Mr. W. Metwuorn Waters said the difficulty was that they were asking 
the society to express satisfaction upon four specific subjects, and then 
referring to the council to facilitate the concurrence of the society in the 
proposals. Mr. Hanhart should move his resolution in some general form. 

The Presipent said it wa3 rath«r a serious subject to be dealt with at 
the fag end of a meeting. 

Mr. Busk said the position of the matter was as follows. Oonvocation 
wa; a body of ordinary graduates of the London University, and it had 
absolutely no executive power under the charters of the University at all. 
It had no power to do anything except advise. The body which had power 
in the University consisted of thirty-five members, and was called the 
senate. The report which had been adopted by convocation had been 
taken into consideration by the senate, and the present point at which the 
deliberations had arrived was that the senate had appointed a body of its 
own body, which had to consult with a special committee of convocation. 
A number of very difficult questions still remained to be discussed between 
these two committees ; and he might say that there was very considerable 
opposition to two of the four proposals which had been brought before the 

: to-day. There was a sort of feeling that there ought not to be 
directly nominated members of the senate by any one of the six 
bodies who would have ag pte conferred upon them by the proposals, 
It was quite possible that these four proposals might not come out of 











the crucible when they were cast in and melted. He therefore agreed that 
it was premature for the society to express any satisfactory consideration 
of them, or to say that they would facilitate theiradoption. Let the pro. 
osals come before the president and council, as they would in due course, 
hen they would be dealt with by the council, and perhaps by general 
meetings of the society. 

Mr. Wareruousge hoped they would come to the conclusion that Mr. 
Busk had suggested. He had great sympathy with the object which 
Mr. Hanhart had in view; and he thought that object would be 
jeopardized if they took premature action upon the present occasion. 
They should wait for the proposals to come to the society officially. 

The Prestpent said he would prefer that the motion should not be put, 

Mr. Gopprn thought it, he might say, a little indecent to take part in 
any discussion which was far from ended in the University itself. 

Mr. Hanuart said that he saw the force of the argument, and would 
therefore withdraw his motion. 

Mr. Appison said the council were all much in favour of what was 
suggested. They would certainly welcome any such proposals when they 
came, and give them their best consideration. 

The Prestpent thought it the wisest course to withdraw the motion, 
not because of any hostile feeling to them, but really with the object of 
not doing them an injury. 

THe Law Ouvs. 

Mr. J. R. Macartuur moved, in accordance with notice :—‘‘ That the 
opinion of all the members of this society be at once obtained by circular 
to each of them, requesting them to say whether they approve or dis- 
approve of the club using the society’s premises without payment of rent 
or taxes for the same.”’ 

Mr. Crartton seconded the motion. 

The motion was put to the meeting, and negatived by a large majority. 

Mr. Macarruvur then moved: ‘‘ That the accounts of the club be from 
time to time submitted to the members of this society.”’ 

The Paesipent said it would be perfectly futile to pass such a resolution. 
The society had nothing to do with the accounts of the club, they dealt 
with their money, not with that of the society, and to pass a resolution 
that they must submit their accounts to the members of the society would 
have no effect. They were not bound to do it. The accounts were only 
those of their own private expenses, and he did not think he ought to allow 
the motion to be put. 

Mr. Macartruur: They use our premises. 

The Prestpent said Mr. Macarthur could speak on that subject. 

Mr. Macartruvur: Then I will move the resolution formally. 

The Presiwent said he could not allow it to be put. The society hii 
nothing to do with the money of the club. They might as well ask for the 
accounts of other institutions. 

Mr. Watrers suggested that it should be put to the meeting, otherwise 
it might be brought up again. There was just this argument in support 
of it, that the society might choose to say to the clerk: ‘‘ We admit you 
to the use of these rooms on condition that you render your accounts to 
the society.’’ 

The Prestpext said his difficulty was that, supposing by any accident 
they should pass the resolution, it would be perfectly futile. It would be 
a resolution which they could not enforce, But, in deference to Mr. 
Walters’ wish, he would put it to the meeting. 

‘ The motion was negatived, 27 votes being given against it and 2 in its 
avour. 

Mr. Macartuur moved: ‘‘ That the resolution moved by Mr. C. 0. 
Humphreys at the last annual meeting as an addition to the rules of the 
club permitting the club to elect as honorary member any person not being 
a member of the Incorporated Law Society be expunged from the minutes, 
not having been confirmed by a general meeting of the society within six 
months afterwards.’’ 

The Presipent said that the resolution referred to, not having been 
confirmed, had dropped. But he could not expunge it from the minutes, 
and he thought that if he were directed by the society itself to do so he 
could not, A resolution had been passed, and surely that ought to appear 
upon the records of the society, and to expunge it would be really to 
falsify the records. It was not confirmed, therefore it had become a 
dead letter. 

Mr. Macartuvr: Let that appear on the minutes. The resolution will 
be found on the minutes. 

The Presipgnt said that a minute would be placed on the books to say 
that it was not confirmed. There could be no objection to that. 


Procgepincs AT GENERAL MEETINGS. 
Mr. Macartuvr moved: ‘‘ That the course pursued in passing Bye-law 
7a for the ae of restraining the rights of members in proposing 
resolutions, being contrary to the course taken when a proposal was made 
to restrain the rights of members of the council to be proposed for 
re-election, which latter proposal was declared to be ultra vires, such 

resolution ought not to have been passed.’’ e 
The Presrpent said he could not allow Mr. Macarthur to propose that 4 
resolution which had been passed by a previous general meeting ought not 
to have been passed. He must move to rescind it if he thought it desirable. 


Mippizesex Reeoistry. 


Mr. Munron had given notice of the following motion: ‘‘ That inasmuch 
as the Divisional Court, in upholding the right of the Middlesex Registry 
to demand 2s. 6d. for oath and exhibit, pd its ‘reasonableness’ on 
the ground that a similar sum would have to be paid to an outside com- 
missioner if the oath were so taken (an option given by the statute), this 
meeting is of opinion that the registry should be called upon to withdraw 
its present refusal to accept oaths taken before London commissioners.” 





t+>modobtrebwserw rr om 


_——_ 


unmnnmpepeo & ee 


July 17, 1886. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


625 








Mr. Gainnam Kzzn said that Mr. Munton had been obliged to leave, but 
had asked him to bring the motion forward. He only wished to add to 
the remarks which Mr. Munton had already made, that if a commissioner 
was enough to administer an oath for one court he was good enough 
to sf eeiater oaths everywhere, and in all legal proceedings ; and he only 
wished to point out that that had been the line of reasoning adopted by 
the Legislature for years past. He had the reat pleasure of getting a 
clause introduced into the Solicitors’ Act with this object. A commis- 


sioner, having been once appointed to administer an oath in the Supreme 
Court, was the right person to administer an oath in any court and 
judicial proceedings. 
Mr. 


any 
Marxay seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 


Propate Duis, 

Mr. F. D. Asxzy bsg given —e +e: ri That the practice of 
uiring stamp duties to be paid on 8 of persons 
probates and etters of administs tion before any moneys actually 
come into their hands was a mode of collection productive of inconvenience 
and embarrassment to both the parties themselves and their solisitors,’’ but 
he withdrew the motion for the present on account of the smallness of the 

meeting when it was reached. 

Mr. Metviti Green had given notice of an amendment to the effect: 
“That to require any duty to be paid on application for probate or letters 
of administration was inconvenient, embarrassing, and unjust; but that 
all duty payable upon the devolution of property upon death should be 
payable when that property had become accessible, and not before.” This 
also, of course, fell to the ground. 

Mr. Asxzy also withdrew the following motion: ‘‘That the extension, 
without fresh legislation and by means of claims in direct conflict with 
decided cases, of the present liability to stamp duties on affidavits of 
persons applying for probate and letters of administration to property 
beyond the jurisdiction of the courts of this country, is an improper pro- 
ceeding on the part of the authorities at Somerset House, and should, 
wherever practicable, be strenuously resisted.” 


Actions iv THE Cuancery Diviston. 

Mr. Epwarp Swatrn had given notice of the following motion: ‘‘ That, 
having regard to the practice in the Chancery Division of transferring 
actions assigned to one judge to another judge for the purpose of trial, it 
is desirable, and this society begs to recommend, that notice of such 
transfer be sent to the solicitors for the respective parties,’’ but was not 
present when it was reached. , 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

Mr. Hastie had given notice of the following motion: ‘‘ That, having 
regard to the very low standard of the present preliminary law examina- 
tions and to some of the examinations accepted in lieu thereof, it is 
desirable that the standard be raised to a level at least equal to that of the 
London University matriculation examination.” 

As the subject had been discussed within twelve months, the motion, 
under the bye-laws, could not be proceeded with. 


Crminat Evipencs Brrr—Aprgat Notices. 


Mr. Kruzer had given notice to call the attention of the society to the 
debate in the House of Commons upon the subject of the Criminal Evidence 
Bill, and in view of the efforts made by the society and other public bodies 
to obtain the enactment of this very salutary law introduced into the 
House of Lords by the Right Hon. Baron Bramwell, and the House of 
Commons by the Right Hon. Sir Henry James, and to move the following 
resolution :—‘‘ That, in the opinion of this society, it is greatly to be 
regretted that, after so many efforts made in and out of Parliament for the 
reform of the criminal law, so as to enable all accused persons to give 
evidence, the House of Commons on Friday night, the 18th of June, 
yielded to the obstruction of certain mem of the House, who are 
nominees of a league established for the purpose of breaking the law.”’ 
Also to draw the attention of the society to certain reports in the Times 
newspaper of the 21st day of May, the Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat of the 22nd day 
of May, p. 484, andthe Weekly Reporter (xxx.), P. 592, shewing several cases 
where great injustice appeared to have been done to the parties in conse- 
quence of technical objections having been taken to certain documents and 
forms by the bench, without the slightest necessity, whereby sharp prac- 
tice and dishonourable conduct were likely to be encouraged, and to move : 
‘That, in the opinion of this society, in all cases where appeal notices 
have been bond side delivered within the proper time, the return day 
inserted in such appeal notices ought not to be objected to so long as the 
manifest intention of the parties is that the ap should be brought on 
80 soon at counsel can be heard, and that in all cases where preliminary 
agreements have been entered into for the foundation of a company, and 
sueh agreements have afterwards been acted upon by the company, it 
ought not to be in the power of the company to repudiate such agreements 
simply because its common seal has not been affixed to them.’’ He, how- 
ever, withdrew the notices for the present on account of the late hour at 
which they were reached. 


Avuprance or Sorrerrcrs.—Catt To THE Bar, 

Mr. Asxzy withdrew the following motions for the present :—‘‘ That 
the right to audience in all the courts should be to all practising 
solicitors.’’ ‘* That solicitors should be entitled to be called to the bar at 
any time after their names have been removed from the rolls.”’ 

Mr. Macarruur moved, and Mr. Puritimore seconded, a vote of thanks 
a8 the Lo me ; and, the Pauswwsnt having briefly replied, the proceedings 


applying for 
had 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst., Mr. J. Anderson Rosein the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. G. B. Gregory, Edwin Hedger, John lunter, J. H. 
Kays, Grinham Keen, R. Pe nm, Henry Roscoe, H. T. Sankey, of 
Canterbury, Sidney Smith, W. Melmoth Walters, E. W. Williamson, 
Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £516 was 
distributed in grants of relief, forty-four new members were admitted to 
the association, and other general business was transacted. The chairman 
proposed, and Mr. Sidney Smith seconded, ‘‘ That the best thanks of the 
directors of the association be, and are hereby, presented to George 
Burrow Gregory, Esq., for kindly presiding at the twenty-sixth anni- 
versary festival on June 30, 1886, and for his successful advocacy of the 
cause of the association.» The motion was unanimously carried. 


KENT LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at Margate on the 21st ult., 
Mr. James Basset (president) in the chair. 

The secretary reported the death of Mr. Richard Thomas Smith Andrew, 
and the retirement of Mr. Frederick Mitchell, Mr. Thomas Hodges Grove 
Snowden, and Mr. Talford Hughes from membership in the society. It 
was resolved unanimously that Mr. Snowden be elected an honorary 
member. Mr. Thomas William Marchant was elected president, and Mr. 
Henry Dudlon Wildes vice-president for the ensuing year. The treasurer's 
accounts were audited, and there was found to bea balance in his hands of 
£117 6s. 4d. After some discussion it was resolved that the society meet 
next year at Dover, and dine at the Lord Warden Hotel there. veral 
gentlemen were elected members of the society, and the committee of the 
society for the year ensuing was appointed. 

Costs of producing deeds in possession of mortgagees.—The secretary read a 
letter from the Incorporated Law Society, dated the 22nd of July, 1885: 

Incorporated Law Society, U. K., 
Chancery-lane, 
London, W.C. 
July 22, 1885. 

Dear Sir,—I am desired by the council to inform you that they have 
again considered the question as to who should bear the costs of abract- 
ing and producing deeds in the ion of a mortgagee. 

The council have, at the instance of Mr. Breunan and Mr. Howlett, dis- 
cussed the subject in all its ings, but while they have every desire to 
act, as far as possible, in accord with your society, which has expressed 
views in the matter, supported by the Sussex Law Society, they feel 
compelled to adhere to the opinion they have already formed, that the 
vendor ought, in fairness, to the cost of abstracting and producing 
deeds in the possession of his mortgagee. The council nevertheless retain 
their opinion that under the statute the purchaser must bear the cost of 
the production of deeds in the possession of the vendor’s mortgagee. 

Iam, dear Sir, 


C. A. Cass, Esq., 

Hon. Sec. Kent Law Society, Maidstone. % 

Membership of Incorporated Law Society.—The secretary also read a letter 
from the Incorporated Law Society, dated the 22nd of December, 1885, 
calling attention to the great desirability, in the common interests of the 
profession, of increasing the number of members of the society. After 
the reading of this letter the president inquired how many mem pre- 
sent belonged to the Incorporated Law Society, and it was ascertained 
that there were twenty-three present. Mr. Knocker proposed and Mr. 
A. Tassell seconded, and it was resolved that, in the opinion of this meet- 
ing, it is highly desirable that the members of the Kent Law Society should 
join the Incorporated Law Society. 

Remuneration of Solicitor-Trustees.—Mr. Brennan proposed, and Mr. 
Carnell seconded, and it was resolved, ‘‘ that this meeting is of opinion 
that the law on the subject of the remuneration of the solicitor-trustee 
is extremely unsatisfactory, and requires alterations. It being indisputably 
the intention of every testator or settlor that a solicitor appointed trustee 
should do what professional work is required and be paid for such work, 
effect should be given to this intention, and no express authority to charge 
should be required. To have to explain to a testator or settlor why a 
clause enabling charges to be made is inserted, casts a di ble duty 
on the solicitor-trustee, since he has to ask to be allowed to do that which 
without authority the law says it is wrong for him todo. It is straining 
to an unreasonable extent the rule that a trustee shall not make a profit 
out of his office when it is extended to the ordinary work performed by a 
solicitor-trustee. That work being necessary, it must be done by some- 
one. If it were performed by an independent solicitor, that would 
defeat the intention of the testator or settlor; and, moreover, such 
solicitor would of course have to be paid out of the estate. The rule 
referred to should be limited to prevent a trustee doing that which is 
beneficial to himself, and which may possibly prove actually prejudicial 
to the estate he represents. If so limited, the case of the citor- trustee 
would be excluded, since taxation would afford all necessary protection to 
the estate.” It was resolved that a copy of this resolution be forwarded 
to the Incorporated Law Society, and the other law societies in England. 
Mr. Bristow proposed, and Mr. Knocker seconded, and it was resolved, 
that the thanks of this mee be accorded to Mr. Brennan for the 
trouble he had been put to in the matter, and for the ability with which 
he had treated the subject. 


Charitable Gifts.—It was resolved that the sum of £21 be paid from the 
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funds of the society to the widow ofa member, and that the sum of 
£10 10s. be paid to the funds of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

Mr. O’Hea's Bili.—The secretary reported that the Special ao 
Committee had, at a meeting held on the 28th of April last, passed the 
following resolution—namely, In reply to a letter from the secretary of 
the Incorporated Law Society, it was resolved, ‘‘ That, in the opinion of 
this meeting, it is not expedient to support Mr. O’Hea’s Bill in the House 
of Commons ‘for the abolition of the solicitor’s annual certificate 
duty.’” 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
succeesful at the Intermediate Examination, held on the 24th of June, 
1886 :— 


Acworth, Edwin Cecil Brindley - 
Arnould, Clement Edgar Harcourt, Halliday 
Barker, Arthur Edward Harland, Cecil, B.A. 
Bartlett, Edward Henry Hewitt,Hart, Samuel Hopgood 

B.A, Heaton, Guy, B.A. 
Beckton, Walter Dorning Henry, Thomas William 
Bell, Robert Herschell, George Smith 
Bell, William Henry Hippisley, Reginald 
Bentley, John ag | Hobrow, Horace Montague 
Bickford, Thomas Tozer Hobson, Ernest 
Blake, Gerard Frederic, B.A. Holden, Laurence Neville 
Blakelock, Christopher Albert Hood, Frederick Arthur 
Boatman, Tom Hosegood, Alfred 
Brayshay, George Clark Hoskins, Horatio Francis Alexander 
Brooke, Henry Richard Patton, B.A. Hudson, Harry 
Broomhead, George Heeley Hudson, John Hudson 
Brewis, George Robson Hughes, Thomas, B.A. 
Brown, James Humphries, Charles, LL.B. 
Brown, William Edwin Humphry, Frank 
Bryett, Frederick Ernest Ince, Gerard Buisson 
Buchanan, John Penruddocke Ingram, Charles Frederick, B.A. 
Burrows, Charles Lionel Iveson, Lancelot Crooke 
Capper, William Jackson, Stephen Hart 
Cattle, John Rowland James, Richard Arthur George 
Chambers, George William Jebolt, Francis Moore 
Churchman, William Jecks, Harold Harry Robertson 
Colmore, Frederick Hugh Jessett, Montague George 
Copeland, Frederick Johnston, Charles James 
Cotton, Roland Ord Jonas, Arthur Charton 
Crimp, Walter Edwin Jones, Frederick Owen, B.A. 
Crowe, Henry Percy Kent, Ernest Alfred, B.A. 
Cust, Robert Henry Hobart, B.A. Kimber, Henry Dixon, B.A. 
Daniel, Newton Charles Kitcat, Aubrey Paul, B.A. 
Davies, Edward Clement Laurence, Albert Ernest 
Davies, Robert Walker Lawson, Frederick Charles 
Davies, William George, B.A. Lawson, Smith 
Day, H Purcell Layton, Frederick Ernest 
De Gex, William Prockter Lee, Douglas Cameron 
Denman, Thomas Hercy Letts, Richard Arthur 
Dickinson, William Albert Lidiard, Herbert 
Dixon, Thomas Rochester Lightfoot, Edward Lynch 
Donaldson, Thomas William Lingard, Frank Chorlton, B.A. 
Douglas, Gustavus Gale Longlend, Josiah 
Downing, John Wesley Loynes, Herbert Edward 
Dumas, Arthur Julien Macaskie, John Cochrane 
Marriott, Fred 
Martin, George Maynard, M.A. 
Mason, Richard 
Matthews, Peter 
Maund, Arthur Arrowsmith 
Melbourn, Newell Wells 
Mellersh, Wilfred Duke 
Middleton, Gilbert 


Hands, Alfred 


Edwards, John Parry 
Edwards, William Henry 
Ellison, Theodore Walter 
Evans, Harold John 
Evans, Peter MacIntyre, B.A. 
Fenwick, Featherstone 
Floyd, Arthur Milligan, Charles Reginald 
Ford, Henry Milne, Joseph 
Fort, Thomas Moodie, Hen 
Fosket, Henry Morgan, Lovie John Popkin 
Fowler, Edward Seymour Newsam, Frederic Charles 
came Basil Peter William, B.A. Nicholson, Frederick 

urniss, ~——— Paine, William Worship, B.A. 
Gascoigne, Walter Park, James , 
Gee, William Johnstone Parker, James Kenyon 
Peachy, Francis Henry 
Peacock, Lionell Henry 
Pegge, Cecil Valentine 
Penrice, Thomas Dawson 
Perkins, Arthur Thomas, B.A. 
Peters, Sydney Conrad 
Philcox, Henry Nelson 
tater Mal emg a 
ownall, Jose’ thb 
Hamilton, John Zachary Macaulay Prendergast, Henry Ralph 





Preston, John Thompson, Luke 

Price, James Benjamin Garsed Thompson, Vincent 
Puckridge, William Henry, B.A. Thorp, Thomas Alder 
Randall, Alfred Tilly, James 

Rawlings, Frank, B.A. Todd, Hadden 

Richardson, Wilfred Topham, B.A. Tolhurst, Alfred Ingnatius 
Riley, John Tompkins, David Henry 
Robinson, Charles Burt Tottenham, Loftus Dacre, B.A. 
Robinson, Geor, Toy, William 

Rose, John William, B.A. ee age William Henry 
Round, Charles Tyacke, Percy Phillips 
Russell, Percy Willis Vigers, Stanley Newton 
Sandoe, Charles Frederick, B.A. Waldron, Robert Highway 
Sedgwick, George Tyson Walker, Frederic Arthur 
Seymour, Herbert John Walker, ——— Thomas 
Shepard, Harry James Walters, ed 

Smyth, Stuart Edward, B.A. Warburton, Eliot George 
Soares, Ernest Joseph, B.A., LL.B. Watson, Henry, B.A. 
Soppitt, Archard, M.A. Whitaker, Robert Kidd 
Stansbury, Norman Noél Whitehead, Thomas Arthur 
Stephens, Edwin Williams, Claude Stanley 
Stone, Charles Cecil Williams, David Thomas 
Sturdy, William Ernest Williams, John Evan, B.A. 
Tannett, Thomas Wood, Robert Samuel 
Thompson, John Studholme 


Finau EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 22nd and 23rd of June, 
1886 : 


Abinger, Bernard Emanuel 
Abrahams, Arthur Edward 
Ainger, Stewart Delamain 
Aldington, Albert Edward 
Allan, Charles Henry 

Alldis, Charles John 

Allen, James 

Allen, John Henry 
Allingham, Arthur Fairlie 
Ames, Herbert Edmund 
Armitage, Arthur Laurie 
Armstrong, John 

Ashworth, Edward Lewis 
Asprey, Joseph William 
Austin, Stanley, B.A. 
Baddeley, Thomas Webb, M.A. 
Baines, Thomas 

Baines, William Hodgson 
Baker, Arthur Edward 

Baker, Frederick William 
Balcombe, Charles 

Ball, Kenard 

Barrett, Ernest 

Bate, James Carter 

Bathurst, Richard 

Beaumont, John Hazard, B.A. 
Bedwell, Frank, B.A. 
Bellerby, Alexander Leonard 
Benbow, Richard Griffiths Formby, Miles, B.A., LL.B. 
Blankley, Arthur Hugh Forward, Charles Ridge, 
Blight, Seymour Adolphus Feuntain, Alfred 

Bolton, George Stanislaus Fourmy, Thomas Baldwyn 
Boodle, Trelawny Frederick Fry, George Charles Lovell 
Boucher, Franklin Coles Fulton, Frederick John, B.A. 
Bradley, Augustus Montague Gard, Edward Ernest 
Brady, Noel Philip Wentworth Gedge, Herbert Johnson 
Brandon, Thomas Gedge, Sydney Francis, B.A. 
Brown, Charles James Robb Gidney, Herbert Ramsdale 
Brown, John Downing Goddard, Thomas Francis 
Browett, Harold Goodfellow, Benjamin 
Bryceson, Arthur Benjamin Gore, Hugh Holmes 
Buckmaster, Alfred Christopher Greenbank, Henry Hewetson 
Burder, Francis Lionel Griffith, Robert Jones, B.A. 
Burns, Thomas Griffiths, Edward Llewellyn 
Burroughs, James Griffiths, Martin Luther 
Butler, Cyril Kendall Griffiths, Richard Pughe 
Campion, —- Groom, Samuel Robert 

Carr, Thomas Wm. Hacking, James Wrightson 
Carruthers, Arthur George Harries, George, 
Chemberlain, May Harry Harris, Alexander Joseph 
Chambers, Robert Baker, B.A. Harris, Alexander Sutherland 
Champernowne, Philip Henry, B.A.Harris, Walter 

Chaplin, Frank Samuel Hearn, Alfred Booth 
Charleton, Robert Ash, B.A. Hedderwick, Philip 
Chatham, Francis William Heelis, William Dickinson 


Hewett, Graham 
m Christian Henry 
Clarke, William Arth Holland, Herbert 
Hood, Sydney Jacomb 
Hovenden, Ernest Churcher 
Howell, Rowland James 


Cooper, Edmund Henry 
Cornford, Charles Edward 
Cross, Elihu Richard, LL.B. 
Crowdy, Charles Whitton 
Dale, Charles Frederick 
Davies, David Elias 

Davies, Ernest Richard 

Davy, Charles Edward Rob: rt 
Dawson, George Edward 
Dawson, John Ingram 

Delay, James Arthur 
Dewhurst, Peel 

Dixon, Albert 

Dixon, Henry 

Dixon, Henry Gould, B.A. 
ai Alexander Frost, B.A. 


Douglass, James Ley 

Dunn, Henry George 

Dunn, Mathias Hugh 

Dyson, Thomas James, B.A. 
Earnshaw, Walter Ethelbert Stacey 
Edelston, William Southworthe 
Ellen, Frederic 

Evans, Thomas Oliver 

Farrer, Fred Willans 

Farrer, Henry Lefevre 

Ferens, Henry Edwin, B.A. 


n, Christopher Barber 
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Lyde, Henry Herbert 
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Manley, Francis Churchill 
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Marshall, Harry Oswald 
Martineau, Charles, B.A. 
Martyn, Thomas Waddon 
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Mayhall, Charles Arthur 

Mayo, Charles Richard 

Medd, Francis John Goldsmith 
Meggy, Reginald 

Mellor, Harry Ogden 

Miller, Lonis Charles 

Miller, Tavener Brice 

Millward, Alfred 


Ray, Arthur Edmund 
Redmayne, Robert Robey, B.A. 
Rehder, Frank Adolf 

Rhodes, Christopher Tait 


William Henry OswaldRichardson, Frank 


Rimmington, George Henry 
Roberts, John Wallis 


Robertson, William Theodore Mel- 


ville 
Robinson, John Charles 
Roddam, Hugh 
Rowcliffe, William Edward 
Rowland, Arthur Llewelyn 
Ruston, Albert Alexander 
Saunders, Cornelius Hale 
Sawyer, Charles Rowe 
Seatle, John Bridson 
Sharp, Charles James 
Shearman, John Geo 


rge 
Sherrington, George Stuart, B.A. 


LL.B. 

Simpson, Charles Ernest 
Smith, Richard Ford, B.A., LL.B. 
Smith, Sydney Coles 
Smith, William Henry 
a ee 

prigge, by per, B.A. 
Stanley-J onan’ aibees 
Stephenson, Richard Mosey, LL.B. 
Steward, Campbell 
Stonehouse, Frank 
Strong, John 
Strover, Samuel 
Sutcliffe, Charles Edward 
Sutton, Gilbert 
Sweney, Charles Henry 
Sykes, James Walter 
Sykes, Joseph 
Symmons, Francis Randolph 
Tandy, George O’Brien 
Taylor, F: 
Thomas, Arthur Hier 
Thompson, Gerald Phillips 
Tickell, John Arscott 
Tiernay, Frank 


Till, Spencer 

Tombs, William Thomas Symonds 
Tryon, Charles ; 
Tucker, Robert Edward 

Vincent, Hugh Corbett, B.A. 
Wain, Frank Woolliscroft 

Wake, Alfred Hugh 


Moore, Aifred Percival, B.A., B.O.L.Walsh, John Gorden 


Moore, Francis Styan 
Morgan, David Rixon, B.A. 
Morris, Edward Ashurst, B.A, 


Ward, Joseph Brooker 
Ward, William Edmeades 
Warner, Charles Edward 


Mortimer-McIntosh, Francis Hugh Wass, Samuel Gibson 


de 
Moxon, John 
Myers, Frank 
Nelson, Percy 
Newman, Frank 
Nowell, Arthur Alexander 
Oblein, Thomas 
Onmerod, William 

rmerod, iam He 
Ormiston, Walter al 
Overton, Harry 
a. William 

wne, Edward Stanley Mo 

Peters, — Henry os 

lips, He Revell 
Phillips, Liewelin James 
Pickstone, Charles Herbert 
Pinniger, Stanley Vickers 
Piper, Charles Alfred 

tfleld, John 


Waterhouse, Joseph Lord 
Wells, Thomas Edward, B.A. 
Welman, Frank Pepin 
Westell, Frederick John Daniel 
Wiles fe 

tcom enry, M.A. 
White, Charles Hi 
Whitehead, James , BA. 
Whitsed, Isaac 
Wild, Gilbert Louis 
Wilde, Reginald William 
Wilkinson, Robert 
Wilks, Arthur Henry 
Williams, Abraham 
Williams, Albert Henry 
Williams, Arthur Trevor Addams 
Williams, Charles Moseley 
Williams, Hopton Addams 
Willoughby, William, B.A. 
Wilson, Charles Bowman 


“iis Teckes, William Edwin, B.A, Wilson, Harry 


Pp lant, Alfred Thomas 
Plummer, John 

Price, Octavius Thomas 
Pri » Arthur Eales 


ilson, Thomas 
Withington, Victor Joseph 
Woodward, Robert Heartley 
Wrentmore, John Harris 
Wright, Thomas Watson 


PRESTON LAW DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The adjourned fifteenth general meeting of this society for the 


current session was held on the 25th ult., when the chair was 
occupied by Mr. Michael Willan, solicitor. After some preliminary 
business, Mr. Albert Bush, solicitor, (the honorary an, in- 
troduced a scheme for the better regulation of the solicitors’ 
final and honours examinations, upon which the society’s views had 
been requested by Mr. H. W. Michelmore, of Exeter. Mr. Michelmore’s 
scheme, as amended by the society, is as follows:—(1) The solicitors’ 
fiinal and honours examinations should be entirely distinct. (2) Those 
wishing to compete for honours should not be required to entertain the 
‘* pass papers’’ at all, but a separate set of papers, on which they would 
obtain either their first, second, or third class honours, or merely a pass 
certificate, as at the universities and the bar; those who" may fail to 
satisfy the examiners on these papers that they are come gerd pass, 
should be relegated to the re ion, and not allowed to 
in compete for honours. (3) The candidates who succeed in obtaini 

Pp in either the first, second, or third class honours should be 

in order of merit, and the minimum number of marks requisite for places 
in these respective classes, and also in the pass examination, should be 
published. (4) The honours examination should extend over two, if not 
three days, instead of one as at present. (5) The ordinary pass papers 
should be set on conveyancing, cery, common law, bankruptcy, and 
probate. (6) Tae honours papers should be set on the same subjects, and 
on two, but only two, others, and the choice might be left to the student 
—namely, mercantile and shipping law, ecclesiastical law, W, 
and divorce law. The reason for this is that the solicitors rarely, if ever, 
attend to all these subjects, and students merely cram them for examina- 
tion purposes. On the motion of Mr. seconded by Mr. Rawsthorn, 
this scheme was approved of ; and Mr. B was instructed to forward a 
copy, signed by the chairman, to each of the following gentlemen— 
namely, the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society, the secretary of 
the United Law Students’ Society, and Mr. Michelmore. The following 
case was then argued:—‘‘ A. makes an offer through the post to B., 
which B. accepts by posting a letter of acceptance. Subsequently, B. 
despatches a telegram withdrawing his acceptance, which telegram is 
received by A. before the letter arrives. Is there a valid contract between 
the parties?” Mr. J. Bell opened on behalf of the affirmative, and he 
was supported by Mr. J. W. Ladyman. Mr. J.J. Rawsthorn upheld the 
negative contention. The leaders replied, after which the chairman 
summed up the arguments adduced and put the question to the meeting, 
when it was affirmatively decided by a majority of five votes. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Trrity Examination, 1886. 


Genera, Examination or Srupents oF THE Inns or Covrt, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall, June 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, and 11, 1886. 
The Council of Legal Education have awarded to Francis Ernest 
Bradley, Esq., of Gray’s-inn, a studentship in jurisprudence and Roman 
law of one hundred guineas, to continue for a period of two years; and to 
George John Robert Murray, Esq., of the Inner Temple, a studentship in 
jurisprudence and Roman law of one ————- for one year. e 
council have also awarded to James Herbert well, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, the Barstow Law Scholarship. 
The council also awarded to the following students certificates that 
they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :—Roander Albert 
Henry Bickford - Smith, Cotterell Egerton Ward Boughton-Leigh, 
Arthur Coomber, Samuel Henry Emanuel, James Oswald Fairfax, Hugh 
Fraser, Francis Hughes Gibb, Charles Storey Gilman, John Herbert Green- 
halgh, Thomas Robinson Grey, Herman George Gwinner, Joseph Hurst, 
Duncan McKenzie Kerly, Earnest Le Sueur, Edwin Archibald Ley, Halford 
John Mackinder, John Paget Mellor, John Iltyd Dillwyn Nicholl, Henry 
Erle Richards, Benjamin Atkinson Ross, Fordyce James Sheridan, John 
Sidney Snelgrove, Michael we f a Herbert John Whittle, and 
Christopher Mounsey Wilson, of the Inner Temple; William Edwin 
Barling, Valentine Edward Beldam, Henry Milward Chataway, Arion 
George Christopher, Maneckji ae > Dadabhoy, William on 
Devenish, Frederick Chester W Durrant, Louren: 
Fit d, James Gault, John Humphreys i 
= fet hatin —— Holmes, Abdul Jalil, oa ny Eagle 
‘night, Vinayak ——— othare, Leon Leclezio, Sy w, Ralph 
Robert Lumley, Luke Livingston Macassey, Michael Freely MeGrenahen, 
Herbert James Hay Mackay, John as Grey Pemberton, Charles 
Sharp, Frederick Smith, Francis James Stopford, Alfred Patten Thomas, 
Arthur Stanley Wills, and Charles Wilson, of the Middle Temple ; James 
Herbert Bakewell, Reginald Robert ns Speaees Hameed- Ullah, 
Trevitt Reginald ye Ee Frederick or Hopkins, Bret Ince, 
Arthur Macnamara, Armmold Louis Mumm, Charles mund Pearson, 
H William Kent Roscoe, and Henry Sims Smith, of Lincoln’s-inn ; 
and James Charles Gordon, Frederick Arthur Greer, Thomas Moffitt 
Stevens, Edward Darby Vesey, and Robert Vaughan Wynne, of Grays- 


inn, Esqs. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
law :—Stuart Lesley Bathurst, Arthur Yates Baxter, Arthur Close 
Borton, Henry Griffith Cheshire, William Miller Christy, William Edward 
Eleworthy, Henry Newland Field, Lewis George Fry, Yohn Roger Rush 
Godfrey, Edward Alfred Goulding, Thomas Herbert, Wilham 
Higgins, Ermest William Lavington, Wilfrid Lawson, John Danvers 


Power, Thomas Bailey Saunders, Hartshorne Shorthose, John 
Wagner, Thomas Walker, Harold Baillie Weaver, and Walter 


Patrick Whitty, of the Inner Temple; Benjamin Bennet, Robert Sidney 
Giles, John Mahan Gover, Joseph Thornton Harrison, Anth Hope 
Hawkins, Edgar Vaux Huggett, » Ebenezer Le Riche, Thomas 
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Minstrell, Edward Millard Pratt, Ernest Augustus Robinson, Henry 
Cooper Rose, Charles Denton Steel, William Edward Vernon, and Horace 
Wilson, of the Middle Temple; Ardeshir Rustomji Pestonji Kapadia, 
John Kemp, Charles Thomas Musgrave, Francis William Pember, Alfred 
Edward Randall, Arthur Augustus Saltren- Willett, Alexander Faulkner 
Shand, John Southall, Hugh Murray Sturges, Arthur Theodore Thring, 
and Frank Thomas Wrigley, of Lincoln’s-inn; and George Leslie 
Bannerman, and William Henry Dumsday, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Jonzs, solicitor, has been appointed by the Earl of 
Cawdor, Lord-Lieutenant of Glamorganshire, to the office of Clerk of the 
Peace for that county. Mr. Jones is county treasurer, clerk to the lieu- 
tenancy, registrar of the Llandovery County Court, and clerk to the 
Llandovery Board of Guardians. He was admitted a solicitor in 1852. 

Mr. James Paice, solicitor, of Haverfordwest, has been elected Coroner 
for the Lower Division of Pembrokeshire, in succession to Mr. William 
Vaughan James, deceased. Mr. Price was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 
He had acted for several years as deputy-coroner, and he is registrar 
of the Haverfordwest County Court. 

Mr. Mavrice Brown, solicitor (of the firm of Atter & Brown), of 
Peterborough, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Rozgsrt Moresworts, late judge of the Supreme Court of the 
Colony of Victoria, has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir R. 
Molesworth is the son of Mr. Hickman Blayney Molesworth, and was 
born in 1806. He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and he was 
called to the bar in Ireland in 1828. He was Solicitor-General of 
Victoria from 1854 till 1856 when he was appointed a puisne judge of the 
Supreme Court of the Colony. He retired from the bench a few months 


ago. 

Mr. Lewis Diston Pow zs, barrister, has been appointed a Stipendiary 
Magistrate for the Bahamas. Mr. Powles is the youngest son of Mr. 
John Diston Powles, of Boreham Wood, Hertfordshire, and was born in 
1842. He was educated at Harrow and at Pembroke College, Oxford. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1866, and 
he has practised on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the Surrey Sessions. 
Mr, Powles has edited ‘‘ Browne on Probate.’’ 

Mr. C. H. Compton, solicitor (of the firm of W. H. Withall & Co.), of 
19, Great George-street, Westminster, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court. 





*,* The gentleman who has been appointed Coroner for the Northern 
Division of Glamorganshire, is, we are informed, Mr, Rezs Jenx1n Ruys, 
barrister, of Aberdare, and not Mr. Rees John Thomas Rhys, solicitor, of 
Pontyridd, as stated last week. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The Athencum states that Sir Frederick Pollock having retired from the 
post of Queen’s Remembrancer and from that of Master of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature, has some idea of writing his recollections. 

At the Worship-street Police-court, on Tuesday, Richard Cummings, 
of 73, Lansdowne-road, Stoke Newington, appeared to answer a summons 
charging him with falsely representing himself to be a person entitled to 
act and practice as a solicitor. Mr. Humphreys supported the summons. 
From the opening statement, it appeared that a Mr. Gerrard, grocer, of 
Clifton-terrace, Stoke Newington, owed a Mr. Goodman a sum of money, 
and the defendant sent to Gerrard a letter which stated that the writer 
had been consulted by Mr. Goodman as to the money owing, and then 
proceeded to state that if the money was not paid by a date named—‘‘I 
shall sue you in the county court for the recovery of the same.’’ Mr. 
Humphreys added that Gerrard consulted a solicitor about the letter, and 
then it was found that the defendant was not in a position, as a solicitor, 
to sue, and the Incorporated Law Society, in the interests of solicitors, 
took up the case. Mr. Gerrard gave evidence as to the receipt of the 
letter, which, he said, he took to be that of a solicitor, and added that 
the defendant afterwards called upon him and said in a tone and manner 
which made him think he was a soliciior that he should have to sue. The 
witness admitted that the defendant did not assert that he was a solicitor, 
and Mr. Hannay questioned whether the use of the words ‘‘I shall sue’’ 
was such a representation as brought the defendant within the meaning 
of the Act. e defendant might possibly be able to take out a plaint on 
behalf of the creditor although not a solicitor. The defendant said he 
meant no false pretence and had sent out hundreds of such letters. After 
some discussion Mr. Hannay though the letter did not go far enough and 
dismissed the summons. 








The prospectus has been issued of the Temple Chambers (Limited) ; 
capital £100,000 in 10,000 shares of £10 each. The first issue is 5,000 
shares of which upwards of 800 are stated to have been privately sub- 
scribed. Buildings suitable for official and residential chambers have 
already been erected at a cost of upwards of £30,000 to the roof; a con- 
siderable portion of the internal work is done, and the entire block of 
buildings will, it is expected, be completed and ready for occupation by 
the of tember, 1886. The site is on the Victoria Embankment 
adjoining the ple gardens, 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
APPEAL CouRT AP Co 
Date, AO APNG. O. Buco, Me uti 











Mon., July 19 Mr, Beal Mr. Pugh Mr. Farrer Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday ..20 | Leach Lavie King Carrington 
Wednesdy. 21 King Pugh Farrer Jackson 
Thursday .. 22 Farrer Lavie King Carrington 
Friday ...... 23 Pemberton Pagh Farrer Jackson 
Saturday ., 24 Ward Lavie King Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NokgrtuH. G. 
Mr. Koe Mr. Ward 
Clowes Pemberton 
Koe Ward 
Clowes Pemberton 
Koe Ward 
Clowes Pemberton 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 


Jornt Stock CoMPANIEs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


British WHITE LEAD CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has fixed July 19 at 11.30, 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

BULL’s POWER CoMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order oy Bacon, V.C., dated 
July 3, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Wainwright and Baillie, 
Staple inn, solicitors for the petitioner 

FERRYBRIDGE STOVE, GRATE, AND GENERAL FounpRY Company, LIMITEeD.— 
Chitty, J., has, by an order dated April 1, appointed Mr John Gordon, jun, 
Leeds, to be official liquidator 

MontTE DoRE OF BOURNEMOUTH, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 4, to send their names and addresses, and the partic of their debts or 
claims, to Roderick Mackay, 3, Lothbury. Wednesday, Aug 11 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

NovELTY THEATRE COMPANY (1882), LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 

July 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Newson Smith, 37, Walbrook. onday. Aug 2 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for a adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

TOUGHENED GLass COMPANY, LimitED.—Kay, J., has fixed Thursday, July 22 at 
11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

(Gazette, July 9.) 

Butt’s PowER COMPANY, LIMITED.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed July 22 at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official t eenped 

G, E. FRoDSHAM AND CoMPANY, LimireD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Monday, Aug %, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Frederick Whinney, 8, Old Jewry. Friday, Aug 6 at 1, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

GEORGE AND JOSEPH OLIVER, LimiTeD.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
July 3, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Hughes and Co, New 
Broad st, solicitors for the petitioner 

NEw LEOPOLD Iron MINING Company, LImITED.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented July 10, directed to be heard before Ka: »J., on Saturday, July 24. Prior 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Hunton and Bolsover, Stockton, solici- 
tors for the petitioner 

SturGE’s (BRITISH) MoTIVE POWER SynpiIcaTE, Lim1TED.— Petition for winding 
up, presented July 6, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 24. B 
and Co, Bucklersbury, solicitors for the petitioners 

WEST OF ENGLAND SHIPPING CoMPany, LimirEeD.—North, J., has fixed Thursday, 
July 22 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 


t 
[ Gazette, July 13.) 
UNIIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

SKEGNESS AND St. LEONARD’s TRAMWAY COMPANY.—By an order made by Chitty, 
J., dated July 3, it was ordered that the company be woundup. Mew, King st, 
Cheapside, solicitor for the petitioner 

' Gazette, July 13.) 


COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

WreExHAM LAGER BEER Company, Limirep.— Petition for winding up, presented 
July 7, directed to be heard before Fox-Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize Courts, 
Strangeways, Manchester, on July 19 at 10.30. Hulme and Co, Manchester, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

(Gazette, July 9.) 


CiTy MERCANTILE INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented July 9, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor on J uly 27 
Carruthers, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner 

[ Gasette, July 13.] 


FRIENDLY SOcreTIES DISSOLVED. 

Court Lirriz Joun, Ancient Order of Foresters, Bird in Hand Inn, Gt King sty 
mney July 5 

HUNTER FRIENDLY , 57, Hunter st, Liverpool. July 7 

WIDOW AND ORPHANS’ £.0.0.F.M.U. Society, Lower Nag’s Head Inn, 
Deansgate, Bolton, Lancaster. July 7 

Winows’ AND OrPHANS’ INSTITUTION OF CouRT LITTLE JoHN, Ancient Order of 
Foresters, Bird in Hand Inn, Gt King st, Birmingham. July 5 


y 
= (Gazette, July 9.) 
SUSPENDED FoR THREE MONTHS. 


Goop Samarrran LopGceE 1.0.0.F.M.U. Frienpiy Socrery, Red Lion Inn, 
Lindley, Huddersfield, York. July 8 
[ Gazette, July 13.) 








FEE, Two GUINEAS, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London dwelling. 
house. Country 8 by arrangement. The Sanitary Engineering and Venti- 
lation Company, 115, it Aging Westmirster. Prospectus free —[ADVT. 

FURNISH ON NORMAN & STACEY’s HirE Purncnask System; No Deposit; 
1 2, or 3 years ; 60 wholesale firms. Offices, 79, Queen Victoria-street, E.O. 
Branches at 121, Pall Mall, 8, W., and 9, Liverpool-street, E.C,—[Apvr, 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


AwnprEws, GEORGE GREAVES, Catley Cross. Bosbury, Hereford, Gent. July 19. 
Manning v Barrett, Kay, J. Piper, jury 

QHARLES, WILLIAM, South Shoebury, Essex. Farmer. July 26. Bishop and 
another v Stallibrass, Bacon, V.C. Rooke, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Parris, ROBERT, Kennington rd, Lambeth. July 31. Wright v Parris, North, 
J. Withall, Gt George st, Westminster 

Rivrxas, JoHN, Southport, Lancaster, Mill Manager. July 24. Heap v Ridings, 
Registrar, Manchester. Cooper and Sons, Manches 

Smart, MATILDA, Epsom, Surrey. July 31. White v Smart, North, J. White, 


m. 
—_ (Gazette, Tune 29.) 
Arwoop, Dr WILLIAM ALBAN, Ladbroke grove, Notting Hill. July 28. Atwood 
v Atwood, Bacon, V.C. Chapman, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st 
Firz GERALD, Rev Canon FREDERICK, Beckingnam, near Newark, Nottingham. 
Aug 3. Rountree v Giltrap, Kay, J. Lydall, Southampton bldgs, Chancery 


e 
MuncATROYD, THOMAS, Shipley, near Halifax, Grocer. July 31. Moorhouse v 
Murgatroyd, North, J. Midgley, s 
N, Eviza, Newcastle upon Tyne. July 24, Plues v Clay, Kay, J. 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
TARLETON, RIicHARD HENRY, Birmingham, Solicitor. July 31. Reynolds v 
Tarleton, Chitty, J. Butlin, Birmingham 
[ Gazette, July 2.) 


TINDELL, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Essex st, Strand. Aug 2. Tindell v Tindell, 
Bacon, V.C. Butcher, Bouverie st, Fleet st 
[ Gazette, July 6.) 


Hatt, FREDERICK JOHN, Christchurch, Monmouth, Esq. Aug5. Pulley v Lam™ 
port, Chitty, J. Lloyd, Newport i 
HETHERINGTON, THOMAS, Birmingham, Lamp Manufacturer. Augi. Wilkinson 
vy Hetherington, Chitty, J. Fisher, Birmingham 
Rispon, RoBERT BEADON, Lyme Regis, Dorset. Aug 6. Risdon v Scammell, 
Chitty, J. Hayward, Honiton 
Uppreton, RoBERT, Brighton, Solicitor. July 31. Bacon v Upperton, Bacon, 
.C. Upperton, Lincoln’s inn fields 
WILSON, CuARLES. Moorgate st, Solicitor. Nov 1. Tatton v Baker, Bacon, V.C. 
ol 


Goldring, Abchurch lane 
[ Gazette, July 9.) 


CrosLEY, Epwin UNDEctuus, Palace rd, Upper Norwood, Stockbroker. July 27. 
Munns v Burn, Bacon, V.C. Holmes, Clement’s lane, Lombard st 

RaIzton, JOHN, jun, CY eee fl Cumberland, Farmer. Aug 31, Birkbeck v 
Gate and Railton v Birkbeck, North, J. McKeever, Wigton 

(Gazette, July 13.) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ADAMS, JoHN, Selby, York, Esq. Augii. Atkinson, Selby 
dost, ee jun, Moor Hay, Brampton, Derby, Farmer, July 31. Ward, 
estertie! 
ADDYMAN, JANE, Belmont, nr Harrogate. Sept1. Addyman and Kave, Leeds 
ayes. te Birkenhead, Pig Dealer. July 31. Madden and James, 
verpoo 
BONFIELD, MARY ANN, Took’s ct, Holborn. July 30. Clarke and Lukin, Chard 
BRENDLE, ANN, Norwich. July 31. Cozens-Hardy, Norwich 
CALVERT, ELEANOR, Diss, Norfolk. Ang 1. Wayman, Cambridge 
Coox, JoHN THOMAS, Teviot st, South Bromley, Engineer. Aug 16. Webb, St. 
Peter's rd, Mile End rd ‘ 
Covrtson, WILLIAM BARKER, Scarborough, York, Solicitor. Aug9. Woodalland 
Woodall, Scarborough 
CroMPTon, JAMES, Birkenhead, Chester, Gent. Aug5. Lamb. Birkenhead 
DARNHILL, CHARLES, eee, St. James’, Pharmaceutical Chemist. July 28, 
t 


Allisons and Allisons, Lou 
DENT, WILKINSON, Fitzroy sq, Esq. Augi0. Finch and Co, Gray’s inn sq 
GkE, ELIZABETH JANE, Cottingham, York. Aug?2. Rollitand Sons, Hull 
GoopMAN, Rev GopFReY, Fairstead, Essex. Aug?7. Stevens and Co, Witham 
ee. Day, Little Westgate, Wakefield, Corn Merchant. July 17. Deane 
an mn. ey 
JOWETT, JAMES ATKINSON, Bolton, York, Esq. Sept 9. Killick and Co, Bradford 
Kerrison, HENRY JAMES, Beccles, Suffolk, Gent. Sept1. Fiske, Beccles 
Kine, Hon PETER JoHN LockE, Weybridge, Surrey. July 31. Wyatt and Co, 
Parliament st, Westminster 
Kine, Roper, Fern House, Upper Clapton, Timber Merchant. Aug 12, Beau- 
mont and Son. Lincoln’s inn fields 
LakE, ANNE, Sidmouth, Devon. Augi4. Burch, Exeter 
Maenay, Exotsa, Nice, France. Angi. Hill, Queen st pl, Cannon st 
styanas, JosEPH, Broad Windsor, Dorset, Yeoman, Aug 10, Finch and Co, 
y’s inn sq 
Paxw, TROWAS, Lewisham, Kent, Engineer. July 24. Sandom and Co, Grace- 
8 
, JANE PATIENCE, Russell sq. Aug 15. Few and Co, Surrey st, Strand 
PITTS, SARAH ELIZABETH, Holbeach, Lincoin. Aug 6. Sturton, Holbeach 
ROBERTSHAW, HANNAH, Thornton, Bradford. July 20. Stansfeld, Halitax 
SANDERSON, RICHARD THOMAS, Brighton, Victoria, Accountant. Aug 1. Blake 
and Co, College hill, Cannon st 
, , Nightingale rd, Clapton, Railway Clerk. July 30. Moore, Liver- 
pool st Station 
SHELDON, JOSEPH Epwarp, Wednesbury, Stafford, Solicitor. Aug 8 Smith 
and Co, Lower High st, Wednesbury 
Sura, Awy, Easton in Gordano, Somerset. Sept 29. Meade-King and Bigg, 
WarrEN, ANNA Marta, Basingstoke, Southampton. July 30. Lawrence and 
Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
WELLS, JOHN, Laxfield, Suffolk, Gent. Aug 16. Cross and Ram, Halesworth 
Ween, Hever, Woodside, Herts, Esq. July 26. Fiadgate and Fladgate, Cra 
i. n 
Woop, Tuomas, Greetland, Halifax, Tailor. July 19. Garsed, Halifax 
Oop, WILLIAM, Habrough, Lincoln, Farmer. Aug?2. Rollit and Sons, Hull 
(Gazette, July 2.) 


BaTEs, Mary ANN, Bicester, Oxford, Chemist. Aug 7. Lindsey, Bicester 
Biaas, Pavip, Whittingham, Northumberland, Millwright. July 22. Middle. 


mas, 
Curistgy, Henry, Hastings. Aug 14. Harker, Brighton 
CLARK, JOSEPH, Calverley, York, Grocer. Aug 10. binson and Co, Bradfo:d 
Comer, Rosert, Bristol, Hotel Keeper. Augi. Pearson, Bristo! 
4 Sy Be ey Maitland Park, Haverstock Hill. July 30, Hanbury and Co, 
Davison, Jamas ERRINGTON, West , Durham, Secretary to a Public 
Oompany, July 31, Turnbull and Tilly, Weet Hartlepool 





ven 








Dopps, Rev Henry LUKE, Great Glenn, Leicester, Clerk. Augé6. Miles and 


ig Tunstatt, East Heath rd, Hampstead, Esq. Aug 4 
ALE, BINSON ALI, ea am > 5 
Walters and Co, Lincoln’s inn i toed 
HacxinG, THomas, Livesey, Lancaster, Farmer, Aug6. Hall, Blackburn 
Hares, Saceent, Yardley, Worcester, Baker. July 31. Edwards and Oo, Bir- 
gham ; 
HoakeE, JosEPH, Child’s Hill House, Hampstead, Esq. Aug 14. Dawes and 
Sons, Angel ct. Throgmorton st 
Hupson, Exiza, Louth, Lincoln. Aug 15. Sharpley and Son, Louth . 
Maenus, Baroness von HELENE SOPHTE OLGA FANNY Mariz, Amalienberg 
Castle, nr Gaggenau, Baden. Aug 31. Fielder and Sumner, Godliman st, 
Doctors’ Commons 
McCook, ANDREW_RUTHE#RFORD, Sheffield, Gent. July 31. Stacey, Sheffield 
Moorz, Harriet JANE, Brixtonrd. Augil. Lake and Co, New sq, Lincoin’s 


ina 
ee JouN, Walton, nr Liverpool, Gent. Augi3. Bremner and Co, Liver- 


poo 
PARSONS, JOSEPH. Frome, Somerset, Gent. Augi4. Dunn and Payne, Frome 
PARTINGTON, JAMES, sen, Standish, Lancaster, Brickmaker. July 31. Price, 


PURCELL, RICHARD LYNDSEY, Pelham pl, Brompton, Barrister at Law. Aug 11, 
Blount and Co, Arundel st Strand 

Rosrns, MarGaret, Louth, Lincoln. Aug 15. Sharpley and Son, Louth 

Sotomon, Sotomon Lazarus, Baker st, Portman sq, erin Paintings. Aug 
16. Sydney, Leadenhall st 

THORP, JOSEPH, Swallowfield, Berks, Gent. Aug14. Cooke, Wokingham 

TILKE, WILLIAM HENRY, iff. Aug5. Morgan Rees, Cardiff 

Ware ELIZABETH, Dean st, Park lane. Sept 29. Maples and Co, Frederick’s 
D . e 

Waionwoon, Tixontas HENRY, Willoughby, nr Rugby, Warwick. Ang2. Roche, 

aventry 
Vines, IsaBELLA, Heybourne terr, Tottenham. July 28. Armstrong, Chancery 
e 


(Gazette, Ju'y 6.) 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
July 19.—Messrs. 8S. WaLkER & RuntzZ, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. Reversion (see 
ivertisement, July 3, p. 3). 
July 20.—Messrs. DE TEwson, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, at 
2p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 5. p. 6). 
July 21.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BoUSsFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and 
Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, J’ 10, p. 3). 
July 21.—Messrs. SEDGWICK, Son, & WEALL, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
state (see advertisement, July 10. p. 3). 
July 22.—Messrs, FAREBROTHER, , & Co., at the Mut, at 2 p.m, 
Freehold Property (see advertisement, July 10, p. 4). ‘ 
= 22,.—Messrs. WALTON & LEE, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freeho'd Estate (see 
vertisement, June 5, p. 10). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Dicxinsov.—July 11th, at 5, Sheffield-gardens, Kensington, W., the wife of John 
Dickinson, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. ; 
oe, 9th, at 93, Cambridge-gardens, Notting-hill, the wife of Claude 
Fitzroy Wade, barrister-at-law, of a hter. 


GE. 

BEATTY—SPENCER.—July 8th, at Oxford, Octavius Holmes Beatty, B A., LL.B., 

—of the Middle ba cy barrister-at-law, to Margaret Mary, daughter of Henry 
Banks Spencer, M.D., of 18, a Oxford. 

LAWRENCE.—July 8th, gardens-square, W., Thomas North- 
more Lawrence, Esq 6, Newsquare, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 42. 

THOMPSON.—J 4 Lodge, North Finchley, William Henry 
Thompson, so: miter, oped 61. 

WILLIAMSON.—July 10th, at Sidney-street, All Saints, Manchester, William 
Smedley Williamson, solicitor, aged 42. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, July 9, 1886. 
John, Fenchurch t, Chemical Broker. Hig h Court. Pet July 6. Ord 
Angus, John, Fenchurch st, roker. . Pe » Or 
=" 6. Exam Aug 11 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bohrer, M G, Great St Helen’s, on nt. Fish Court. Pet May 18. 
Ord July 6. Exam Aug 11 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields . 

Brooks, ces, s Lynn, Norfolk, ler in Fancy Goods. King’s Lynn. 
Pet July 8. Ord July 3, Exam July 16 at 11.30 at Court house, King’s Lynn 
Carter, Edward, Exeter, Tailor. Exeter. Pet July 5. Ord July 5. Exam Aug 

19 at 11 


Cochlin, Thomas, Liverpool, Builder. Live 1. Pet June 3. Ord July 7. 
Exam July 19 at 12 at Court house, Liverpool 
Cooke, Samuel Howes, and He! Francis Foale, Church st, Minories, Leather 
fosters, } Genet Pet July 6. Ord July 6. Exam Aug 11 at 11.30 at 34, 
ncoln’s inn fields 
Opeden, = Nottingham, Plumber. Nottingham. Pet July 7. Ord July7. 
xam 


1 
rederick, and William Lamb, Ossett, Yorkshire, Engineers and 

hinists. Dewsbury. PetJuly5. Ord July5. Exam Aug 17 
De Havilland, John e | Coll if ictoria st, Bar- 
rister at Law. High an. Pet May 25. Ord July 6. Aug 11 at 11.30 


t 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Dewhirst, William, Bradford, Greengrocer. Bradford. Pet July 5. Ord July 5. 


7 
Eaton, po Ay To ct rd, Tailor. High, Const. Pet Apr 28. Ord July 7. 


ttenham 
Exam Aug 13 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
Fernbach, falomen, St John’s rd, Hoxton, Watch Maker. High Court. Pet 


Fostex. Richard ¥ tiliam, my Wille rail Statardehire,  Brasst a ony Wolver- 

A RR AER TR Pet July 7. Ord July 7. 

Gehan} Henry, Stanwix, ur Guateaie, Commission Agent. Carlisle. Pet Ju'y 5. 

ewan ie te § | a Aes ie See 6. Ord July 56. Exam 
July 19 at 12 at Court house, Liverpool 
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y —a | 
epee, Griffith, Joint Counties Lunatic Asylum, Cogeegetian, Farmer. | Milnes, Benjomin, ag = oR oan Woollen Maker. July 16 at4. Official Re. 
th. Pet June’. Ord July 3. Exam July 16 at ceiver, Bank chbrs 
Haicke Benjamin, 1 Burnley, Weaver. Burnley. Pet fon 16. Ord July 1. — Augustus, rBssex ot A Pe le, Basrister at Law. July 16 at 2.30. Bank. 
Exam 29 rup . Portugal s coln’s inn 
Haywood, , aed and Edward Prosser Davies, Cee. Nottinghamshire, | Mogg, William H: ~ Bridgwater, Corn Merchant. July 17 at 11. Bristol Arms 
TIronmasters. rb Pet July 6. OrdJuly 6. Exam Aug 12 Otel, Bridgwater 
Hawes, ss Ann Gt Yarmouth, Draper. Gt fonmean Pet July 5. Ord | Morris. ‘Josep Soares and Thomas nour Morris, Dudley, Cab Proprietors, 
July 5. Exam July 21 at 11 at Townhall, Gt Yarmouth July 17 at 11.30. udiey Arms Hotel, D y 
Hearn, Henry, Castile Carnyke, — Cornwall, Farmer. Truro. Pet July 5. | Paley, W: *., Commercial st, Leeds, Boot Dealer. July 15 at 12. OZicia] 


Ord July 5. Exam Mong A at 11.30 

Homer, J Som, Dudley, soeemeuehire, Licensed Victualler. Dudley. Pet July 

Ord July 3. Exam July 26 at1 

Howfray, Frederick Charles, Canton pk, Bridgnorth, Salop, Gent. Madeley. 
Pet July 2. OrdJuly6. Exam Aug 18 

Kenyon and Co, Liverpool, Ship brokers. Liverpool. Pet June 26. Ord J ar % 
Exam July 19 at Re at ie al 

Knowles, Charles, ringham, Lincolnshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Grimsby. Pet J ¥. 3. 2 July 3. Exam July 28 at 11 at Townhall. Grimsby 

Mackessack, J “2. and Robert Mackessack, Tavistock pl, Tavistock eq, Furn: 
ture ers. 
at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Miller, Edward, Chedworth Laines, Chedworth, Gloncestarsiaten, Carpenter. 
Chelteo hem. Pet July 6. Ord July 6. Exam Aug 11 at 12 


Mog, eg. Ww pouty, Bridgwater, Corn Merchant, Bridgwater. Pet July 6. 
a aly 6 6. Exam July 22 at 11 
a. gy ag Montgomeryshire, Brewer. Newtown. Pet July 
5. uly 5. xam J 


a>. Youn George, onl Thomas Henry Morris, Dudley, Worcestershire, 
Cab Pro; oh, Tran Dudley. Pet June 25. Ord June 2, Exam July 26 at 11 

Press, Js = : -toemees out of business, Birkenhead. Pet July 3. Ord July 3. 

xam J 


- Jona “ation rd, Stoke Newington, Corn Merchant. High Court. Pet 


July 5. Ord July 5, Exam A 
Radbourne. Ep et and Edwa: 
July 3. fa) 


13 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dugdale, Oxford, Tobacconists. Oxford. Pet 
rd July 3. Exam July 29 at 11,30 


Redfern, Joseph, Hollinwood, nr Oldham, Grocer. Oldham. Pet July 3. Ord 


July 3. Exam Aug 2¢ at 11. 30 

Salthouse. James Whiteside. Ashton under Lyne, Grocer. Ashton under Lyne. 
Pet Ji yay 6. Ord July 6. Exam J ie 

—- at, illwall, Tailor. igh Court. Pet July 5. 

ou 6 Exam Aug 10 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s i inn fi 

m4 illiam, and Samuel Smart, Dudley, Worcestershire, Bootmakers. 
Dudley. Pet June 30. Ord June 30, Exam uly 21 at 11 

Sprake, John, High st, Notting Hill, Draper. High Court. Pet Juneii. Ord 
July 5. Exam Aug 10 at 11 30 at 34, Lincoin’s i inn fiel 

Siolworihy, Charles Storey, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet July 5. Ord July 

Stubbs, Joseph ney en, Beer Retailer. Birmingham. Pet July 5. 
Ord J Exam Aug 

Cutts, chard Northampton, Baker. Northampton. Pet June 23, Ord July 

1 

Wittiams Richard. Brynmawr, Breconshire, Innkeeper. Tredegar. Pet July 6. 

Ord J vey 6. Exam Aug 6 at 2.30 at County Court Offices, Tredegar 
ollowing Amended Notices are substituted for those published in 
the London Gazette of July 6. 
Wehner, Paul Carl Frederick, and Henry William Roe. Magcbester, Someeet 
erchants. fae Pet May 29. OrdJuly 2. Exam July 21 at 

oe, Robert, Bosbury, Herefordshire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet a une 10. 
Ord J 2 Exam July 16 at 11.30 

Homes, William, Bosbury, Herefordshire, Farmer. Worcester. 
Ord July 2. Exam July 16 at 11.30 

CEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 

Marchant. Robert Mudge, Canonbury villas, Canonbury, Engineer. High Court 

Receiv Ord May 14. Rescis July 6 
IRST MEETINGS. 

Ball, William Thomas, Middlesborough, Provision Merchant. July 16 at 11. 
Official Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Bamfcrd, Thomas, Gloucester, Innkeeper. 
Gloucester 


July 17 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Bettany, Jesse, Leeds, of no occupation. Jaly 16at11. Official Receiver, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 
Brewerton, Joseph, and John William Wright Hampson, Castleford, yore 
Cabinet Makers. July 16 at 2. Strafford Arms Hotel, Market pl, Wakefield 
Carter, Edward, Laney Tailor. July 19 at11. The Castle at Exeter 
ool, Retired canes Victualler. July 20at2. Official Re- 
ceiver, 35, Victor st, Liverpool 
Dewhirst, William. Bradford, Greengrocer. July 19 at 11. Official Receiver, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 
Dugdale, Edward (Separate Estate), Banbury, Oxfordshire, Tobacconist. July 
19 at 11.45. Official Receiver, 1, St Aldates, Oxfor 
vee, Henry, Crosby, Ravensworth, Westmorland, Joiner. July 24at11. Offi- 
ial Receiver, 37. Stramongate, Ken 
Foster. Richard William, Willenhall, ‘Staffordshire, Brass Founder. July 19 at 5. 
Official Receiver, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 


‘a West Ferry rd 


Pet June 10. 


Gloves. Henry, Sheffield, Builder. July 20at3, Official Receiver, Figtree lane, 
e 
Goligh John James, Liverpool, bn pa Manufacturer. July 20 at 12.30. 
Offi ceiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 


Graham, Henry, 
Receiver, 34, Fisher st, Carlis 


—- John, Liv: erpool, Houier. July 20 at 3.80. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 
8 vi 


Hascall, William, Tredegar, Mon., Butcher. July 16 at 12. Official Receiver, 
yr 


Hitchings, Henry, Pembroke, Saddler, July 17at11. Official Receiver, 1', Quay 
sien tea Pate Field, Dudl Li d Vi 
omer, Josep orter’s Fie udle: cense ctualler. July 26 
Official Receiver, Dudley a nash rn amas 


Hook, hog po ot ay a West Norwood, Surrey, Builder. July 16 at 2.30. 33, 


coln’s inn 

Howells, vari, Cardiff, Tailor. July 17 at11. Official Receiver, 3, Crockherb- 

Jewell, ier hen Vinton, Chesterton rd, North Kensington, of no occupatio 
July’ 19 at 2.30. Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s ine ides Hull wennige 

Jones, John Thomas, Westwell, Kent, Master of the Union Workhouse. July 16 
at 10.30. 32, St George’s st, Canterb 


Keen. Edwin, North Audley st, Grosvenor sq, Coach Builder. July 16 at 11. 


Bankru’ ptey bides, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

Knowles, Charles, W interingham, Lincolnshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 16 
at 1230. Messrs. Freer, Hett, and Hett, 11, Bigty st, Brigg 

Lea John, Dudley grove ‘House, Harrow rd, "Gent. J uly 21at12. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

— “| Henry, Dewsbury, Joiner, July 16at3. Official Receiver, Bank 


*y 
McIntosh, Donald, Cannon st, Merchant. 


July 21 at 11. 
inn tields diane, 


33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Gloucestershire, Carpenter. 


ler, Edward. Chedworth Laines, Chedworth, 
wien ag ioa’s Head Hotel, Cirencester 


Victor st, 


Nelson, Liverpool, Baker, July 20at2.30. Official Receiver, 35, 
verpool 


High Court. Pet June 24, Ord July 5, Exam Aug 18 at 11.30 


Stanwix, nr eaente, a Agent. July19 at12, Official 





Receiver, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Peers, John, mere, Cheshire, out of business. July 21 at 2. Official Re 
ceiver, 48, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

Powter, Tom Walter, Askew rd, Shepherd’s Bush, no occupation, July 16 at 11, 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fie! lds 

Radbourne, Aubrey, sep estate, Oxford, Tobacconist. July 19 at 11.30. Official 
Receiver, 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Radbourne. Aubrey, and Edward Dugdale, Oxford, Tobacconists. July 19 at 
11.15. Official Receiver, 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

. Kendal, Westmorland, Commercial Traveller. July 

ceiver, 87, Stramongate, Ken 

Redfern, Joseph, Hollinwood, nr Oldham, Guocer. July 16 at3. Official Re. 
ceiver, Priory chbrs, Union st, ‘Oldham 

Rickards, Hervey, a i Surrey, Draper. July 16 at3. Official Receiver, 109, 
Victoria st, Westminste 

Rubens, Louis, Howahem st, Goodman’s Fields, Dealer in Tobacconists’ Fancy 
Goods. July 16 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Salthouse, James Whiteside, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer. July 19 at 2, Official 
Receiver, Townhall chbrs, Ashton under Lyn 

Shrubsall, James Morland, Margate, Kent, Hishmonger. July 16 at 10. 32,8 
George’s st, Canterbury 

Stephene, Thomas, Millfield, Sunderland, Builder. July 19 at 12.30. Law 
Society’s Rooms, 32, John st, Sunderland 

Stolworthy, py Store: orey, , Bradford, Grocer. July 19 at 12. Official Receiver, 
81, Manor row, B 


Thomas, Geor > Wings te Durham, Boot Dealer. July 22 at 1.30. Law Society’s 
ms, 32, ohn st, Sunderland 
Thompson, est Ham, Essex, Hosier. July 16 at 11. Bankruptcy 


bldgs, Portugal st Lincoln’s inn 
Wehner, Paul Carl Frederick, and He 
rchants. July 23 at 3, 
caaa 


William Roe, Manchester, General 
Official Receiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Man- 


£min, Wim. D op tee nas 99. Ord July 5 
er’ a prietor rby. Pet June w 
Bettany, J “hn 4 no occupation. Sasaer Pet July 3. Ord Jul , 
Sp ek = isceedl Lambent — West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Chemist, 
Oldbury. Pet — 29. Ord July 5 
i Oe John, Birmingham, Greengrocer. 


Dewhirst, William, Bradford, Greengrocer. 


Birmingham. Pet June 15. Ori 
radford. Pet July 5. Ord July 5 


Eldershaw, Henry Newton, Congleton, Oheshines Mill Owner. Macclesfield, 
Pet May 21. Ord July 6 

Eldershaw, Victoire ‘Marie Louise, Congleton, Cheshire. Macclesfield. Pet 
June 22. Ord July 


Brame, oo ee Vierteysiate, Brecknockshire, Farmer. Neath. Pet June 2%. 
Fernbach, Salomon, St John’s rd, Hoxton, Watchmaker. High Court. PetJuly 


Foster, Richard William, hy ~~ Staffordshire, Brassfounder. Wolver- 
hampton. Pet July5. Ord July7 
Gilpin, Henry, Sheffield, Jeweller. | erage Pet June 5. Ord July 


bat | e m harles, Denmark Hill, Surrey, Vocalist. High Court. Pet May 6, 
u 


yé6 
a George, Birmingham, Ironmonger. Birmingham. Pet July 3 


Haskoll William, Tredegar, Mon, Butcher. Tredegar. Pet July 3. Ord July5 
Hey, J: ohn, Honley, Yorks, Florist. Huddersfield. Pet June 29. OrdJuly 6 
Hi ao Thomas, Manchester, Baker. Manchester. Pet June 11. Ord 


Hee, Sy oseph, Dudley, Licensed Victualler. Dudley. Pet July 3. Ord July 5 
Jones, Wi Edward, Swansea, Accountant. Swansea. Pet June 22. Ord 


uly 
MoPsayen,J ,John, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet June 3. 


Miller, , A Chedworth Laines, Chedworth, Glos, Carpenter. Cheltenham. 
Pet July 6. Ord July 7 


ety, Beverley, Yorks, Grocer. Kingston upon Hull. Pet July 1 
Ord Jul 


Paley, Wi es Henry, Leeds, Boot Dealer, Leeds. Pet July1. Ord July 
—) Re june, , Oldbury, Worcestershire, Publican. Oldbury. Pet J une 


Radbourne, ‘Aubre , and Dugdale Edward, Oxford, Tobacconists. Oxford. 


Pet July 3. Ord July3 
— orge, Chipping Sodbury, Glos, Saddler. Bristol. Pet June 21. Ord 
Salford. Pet 


Sackville, ay # ee Pendleton, Lancashire, Calico Printer. 
High Court. Pet July 5 


oepet. . Wan 
om a, Wiley, West Ferry rd, Millwall, Tailor. 

ae Pe Wihiam, Newport, Mon, Boot Dealer. Newport, Mon. Pet June 5. 
Smart, William, and Samuel Smart, Dudley, Boot Makers. Dudley. Pet Juue 
sprake, John, Hi High st, Notting Hill, Draper. High Court. Pet June 11. Ord 
Stephenson, Thomas, Sunderland, Builder. Sunderland. Pet June 30. Ord 
siolworthy, Charles Storey, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet July 5. Ord 
Stubbs, ¥ feng Henry, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Birmingham. Pet July 5. 


Toss, ge 4 Barews, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
une 
— John Chien, Sale, Cheshire, Grocer. Manchester. Pet July 3. Ord 


July 

Wehner, Paul Carl Frederick. and Henry written Roe, Manchester, General 
Merchants. Manchester. Pet May 29. Ord Jul 
White, Thomas Ric peeeean, Yeatalyfera, Leeceeanmealiiiion, Civil Engineer. Neath. 
Pet June 21. OrdJuly 

Wilson, Edwin, and a a Wilson, ington upon Hull, Builders, Kingston 
upon Hull. PetJuneis. Ord July'5 

TUESDAY, July 13, 1886, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Adams, WFiem, VWipsetingte ton rd, Wood en, Builder. Edmonton. 
17. Ord July 9. Exam Aug 10 at 1 at 


Pet June 
ourt house, Edmonton 
Belingtald, enry, Upham pk rd, Tu green, Clerk. Hi h Court. Pet July 
Exam Aug 11 at 11.30 at 34, Tincsin's inn fields 
Bird, eee N antwich, Cheshire, Milliner. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet July % 
Ord July 9. Exam Aug 4 at 11.30 * a ch 
Burrill, Thomas, Newcastle on ce Agent. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
July 10. Ord July 10, Exam aly ‘22 at il 11 








letors, 
) Ficial 
al Re. 
» at 11, 
)fficial 

19 at 

July 
ial Re. 
er, 109, 
Fancy 
) ficial 

32, St 

Law 
ceiver, 
ciety’s 
ruptey 


teneral 
, Man- 


1emist, 
» Ord 


July 5 
esfield. 


. Pet 
une 23, 
et July 


Volver. 


May 6, 
uly 3, 


0. Ord 
5. Ord 
July 5. 
e. Pet 
3, Ord 
teneral 
Neath. 


ngston 


t June 
at July 
July 9. 
e. Pet 
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Flintshire, eee. Bangor. Pet July 8. Ord July 
2 Cet at il me Court house, Ban r 
eat ety Fuyepei, nr Pont; pridd, of no occupation, Pontypridd. Pet 
art 
E.4 “aoarge, JGziesneat, Ext jooweod Vi Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 
Ord J y 


10. a m July 22 at 11.30 
Birmingham, Engineer. Birmingham. Pet Juneié. Ord July 


Badon aey tay Shot, Auctioneer. Sheffield. Pet June 23. Ord July 


Fu 8. xa aa thy enry, Tonbridge, Kent, Cattle Salesman. Tonbridge Wells. 
Pet June 19. OrdJuly 8. Exam Aug 5 at2 
French, Joseph, oe , Hants, Coal Merchant. Portsmouth. Pet June 8. Ord 


July 1. nest, Army and Navy Club, Pall Mall. High Court. Sec 103. Ord 
‘une 26. Exam Aug 13 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’ a inn fields 
Green. Joseph George, Abridge, nr Romford, Essex ter. Chelmsford, 
ous Ju “4 Ord July 8. Exam July 31 at tt ne Shirehall, helmsford, Essex 
oseph, Hanley Castle, Worcestershire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet July 
10. Grif du y 10. Exam July 24 at 11.30 


Hammond, George, Brighton, Ironmonger. Brighton. Pet July 9. Ord July 9. 


Exam A 
+. Birkenhead, Pe yp Water Manufacturer. Birkenhead. Pet 
July 7. Exam July 21 at 11 
Hockaday, Poona oy ur, ‘Rochester, Watchmaker, Rochester. Pet July 10. 
1 m 
Poot eatin. Ribworth, _ orn Farmer. Leicester. Pet June 23 
Ord July 8. Exam Aug 18 at 10 
Kemi emp, \ Ww —_, aeons. Yorkshire, Locomotive Foreman. Scarborough. Pet 
iy 8. Exam A 


Max tae “Cheethann, “firanchester, Commission Agent. Salford. Pet 
Lees, William, jun, pao, i | Leeds. Pet July 8. Ord July 9. 
Mies Archibald Jo < ny deed St Leonard’s on Sea, Solicitor. Hastings. Pet July 8. 
Morris, Abraham, Bradterd, Grocer. Bradford. Pet July 8. Ord July 9, Exam 


July 27 
Morton, Jobn, Birmingham, Chandelier Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet June 
Ord July 8, Exam Aug 4 at 2 


Musto, William, Baker’s row, Whitechapel, Engineer. _- Court. Pet June 
19, Ord July 9, Exam Aug 13 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 

Osborne, Edwin George, Bedminster, Bristol, Builder. Bustol. Pet July 8. 
OrdJuly 8. Exam July 30 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 

Pamment, Philip, Batsford rd, Deptford, Grain Contractor. Greenwich. Pet 
July7. Ord July 7 Exam July 27 at 1 

na i, William, em... Patrick, Westmorland, Farmer. Kendal. Pet July 
9, 3 9. Exam J July 24 at 2 at Court house, Townhal!, Kendal 

—< wo ewsbury, out of business. Dewsbury. Pet July 9. Ord July 9. 

m Aug 17 

Sprosen, Richard, Forest Gate, Essex, Assistant to a Butcher. High Court. 
Pet July 8. OrdJuly 8. Exam Aug 10 at 11.30 at 34. Lincoln’s inn fields 

Thompson, Norrison, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner. Kingston upon Aull. Pet 
Juy 8. Ord July 8. Exam July 26 at 2 at Court house, Townhall, H 

Tewagend, poe, Birmingham, Barman, Birmingham, Pet July 8. Ord July 
8, Exam Aug 4 
Tweed, George ‘Tash, +" Devon, Sclicitor. Exeter. Pet Feb 27. Ord 

July9. Exam Aug 19 at 1 


Williams, Evan, Aberdare, * anew. Aberdare. Pet July 10. Ord July 10. 
Exam J uly 28 8 at 10.30 at Ene meg Hall, Abe: 

Williams, Robert, Llanrhsiadr yn hnant, Denbighshire, Grocer. Newtown. 
Pet July 8, Ord July 9. Exam July 22 


J 
be = 9 einrich Lucien, Tower Royal, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet 
8. = July 8. Exam Aug 10 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
We George, Stockton on Tees, Butcher. Stockton on Tees. Pet June 30. 
Ord July A "Exam July 1 
Woodman. William, hep pia Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet July 8. Ord 
July 9, Exam July 23 at 
RST MEETINGS. 


Belcher, William John, Oxford, ee July 21 at 11,80. Official Receiver, 1, 
seen Ton a ete tham, 8 Hard Factor. July 23 at 2.30 
I , JOSE) reatham, Surrey, Hardware Factor. u 2.30. 
Bankruptcy bldg, Portu: lst, lise? In’s inn J ¥ 
Boughton, Emanuel, New Lenton, Nottingham, Grocer. July 20at12. Official 
Receiver, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 
os, coae Jonathan, Sinclair rd, Kensington, Gent. July 22 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
Brookes, Frances, >) fo lame, Dealer in Fancy Goods. July 20 at 1. Official 
well, Toews Ment pony Agent, J t Official 
Thomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Insurance Agent, 24 at 10.30, 
Rec rt Pink lane, Newcastic on Tyne . seed 
papel Colin, an Birmingham Rome, Birmingham, Wire Drawers. July 21 at 11. 
Copplestone, Matthews, B ater, Wine Merchant. J 20 at 12.15. Geo: 
se iairay oval Vista te Er cure, duly ne 
orace Edwa: junderlan citor’s Cler! uly 20 at 2.30. Offi 
aevelver, 21 paves a, st, Sunderlan * * Yata 2 d . le me 
am sse r. . 
vidal Heceler, Ham ch  -ppoindntcsaheapecannne er eslentinnion 


, Ba 
Davies, John Rees, fiat cet nr Pontypridd, Pneaiem, of no occupation. 


July 22 at 12. = Beotiver, Mert! par: ty 5 
rge, Licensed Victualler. July 24 at 11.30. Official 
goaiven, Pink hy Sones on Tyne i pines 


Ore, J ogeph, Hanl Castle, W itershire. 3 1 . 
_ coeph, Hanle ley le, Worces Farmer. July 24ati1. Official 


Hawes, Mary Ann, aie Gt Yarmouth, Draper. July 20 at1.30. Official Receiver, 8, 
Hearn, denry, Castle Carnyke, Bodmin, Cornwall, Farmer. July 21 at 11. Royal 


Hotel, B 
lay, Thomas Arthur, Roch » Watchmak 
sper Nhe Eheeet Cover Caton, Ivdnars, Nonbed,Otian 
, Alphonse Ww. an eorge Collett, Iv: C) ead, Opticians. 
jouly «Le 11. Beakraptc Y bldgs, Fastagal st, Lincoln’ — 
James, J ames, Chea) gent. July 22 at ‘ 83, Care 4 Lincoln’s inn 
Mhneon, A: ustin, Seer Leicestershire, Farmer. July 22at 12. 28, Friar 


Lees, William, jun, Leeds, Shoe Manufacturer. July 22 at 11. Official Receiver, 


St Andrew's guabes, 22, Park ro 


Meays, Jo John, in, High Wombwell, Pawnbroker. July 22 at 10.30, Official Re- 
’ 


Merenn, sei Newtown, Montgomeryshire, Brewer. July 26 at 1. Elephant 
Morris, Abraham, Bradford, Grocer. July 23 at11. Official Receiver, 31, Manor 
Mosby ‘Thomas, Qonarete bi lags, New Wombwell, Grocer. July 22 at 10. Official 
Osborne, Sawin Geo 


*, Bedmin , $ . 
pieceiver, Saal George, Bedmi ‘hm Bristol, Builder. July 22 at 3.30. Official 
lard, William Hebden, King William st, Gunmaker, July 22 at 2,30, 33, 


Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Pound, John. ABice a Bi, Stoke Newington, Corn Merchant, July 23 at11. 33, 


Rede onsale William, Buckingham } Ealase rd, Builder. July 21 at 2.30. 
Bankruptcy bl Portugal st, Lincoln 
Rie a, Soonge illiam, Colchester, a July 21 at11. Townhall, 
‘olchester 





Soto, Benjamin Eleazar, Birmingham, General Brassfounder. July 22 at 11. 
ficial are, Birmingham 
mR ., William, and Samuel Smart, Dudley, Boot Makers. July 21 at 10.30, Offi- 


cial Receiver, Dudley 
Syphon seme, Werthempton, Baker, July 21 at 3. Court bldgs, 
ampton 
em ay a | Biagtcn » on upon Hull, Joiner. July 22 at 11. Incorporated 
w Socie Bowialley lan 
Tutiey, W: and Edwin “Paftiey, Birmingham, Tin Plate Workers. July 20 
Official m, and Edw 


at 2. ham 
weed, George Tash, LL. Solicitor. July 23at12. The Castle of 
~~ Tr, @ 
Foreivel, Tork st, Westminster. July 21at12. Bankru bldgs, Por- 
ate weet, y iptey 


Warren, John Tamer, and Frederick Warren, esthempeen, Shoe Manufac- 
turers, qal 21 at . County Court bldgs, Northampto: 
William rynmawr, Preconahire, Tenboesee. Tredegar. July 20 at 


12. Pe Ofickel Receiver, areas = Sy 
Williams, Robert. ochnant, Denbighshire, Grocer. Newtown. 
July 23.at 1. Oficial Receiver, L Lianidloes 
be » George, Stockton on Tees, Butcher. Stockton on Tees. July 27 at 11. 
fficial Receiver, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 6. 
Jones, Eliezer, Bethesda, Carnarvonshire,. Paiuter. J uly 22 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Crypt chbrs, Eastgate ye dl 
ATIONS, 
Alpenndee, Samuel, Newcastle on Tyne, Glazier. Newcastle. Pet June 26. Ord 


y 1 
Blewitt, Byron, Leadenhall st, Surgeon. High Court. Pet June 4. Ord July 9 
ye eo Bridawater, Somersetshire, Wine Merchant. Bridg- 


rd July 8 
Cordon, Gilbert, usckom Plumber. Nottingham. Pet Juiy7. Ord July 9 
Ede oa Fese Steer, Worthing, Sussex, Greengrocer. Brighton. Pet June 30. 


a ein Howell, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Draper. Cardiff. Pet June 11. 
i zuneneth, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Grocer. Gloucester. Pet July 1. Ord 
Griffin, Thomas, Derby, Timber Merchant. Derby. Pet June17, Ord July 10 
Core David Lloyd, Denbigh, Watchmaker. Bangor. Pet Apr 29% Ord 
aeeere, aus Meriden, Warwickshire, Cattle Dealer. Coventry. Pet June 
Hiseting® George, Knapton, Norfolk, Plumber. Norwich. Pet June 19. Ord 
Hillman, inv, eee ter, Hammersmith, Baker. Uigh Court. Pet 
oS ty Man a oe Re 
senna David, Newport, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet June 23. Ord 
Johnson, Thomas Charles. Peltge rd, Hammersmith, of no occupation. High 
Court. Pet June7. Ord July 9 
be, 5 Painter. Bangor. Pet June 2°. Ord 
J ones, William Seymour, Manchester, Glover. Manchester. Pet June 11. Ord 
: ae “William, ee Yorks, Locomotive Foreman. Scarborough, Pet 
- bs Leeds. Pet July 8. Ord 
Price, Albert, Preston, Brockhurst, Salop, Grocer. Shrewsbury. Pet June 29. 


Ord Jul 
Quin, William, Wye, Kent, Tailor. Canterbury. Pet June 21. Ord July 9 
Pet 5 une 29. 


—e ; -L, George William, Colchester, Confect oner. Colchester. 

r 

Sims, omy, Tice, stent, Devon, Manganese Merchant. East Stonehouse. 
Pet June 24. Ord J 

— Richard, + 4 Baker. Northampton. Pet June 23. Ord 

To: , Alfred penmee, Boxmoor, Hertfordshire, Builder. St Albans. Pet June 


it. Ord July 
‘July 8. Richard, Manchester, Ironmonger. Manchester. Pet Juneii. Ord 


iiliams, Evan, Aberdare, Grocer. Aberdare. Pet July 10. Ord Jul by 
Wiliams Richard, Brynmawr, Breconshire, Innkeeper. Tredegar. Pet July 6. 


Wiebe "William, Stafford, Draper. Stafford. Pet June10. Ord J uly 7 


County 





J nay Eliezer, Bethesda, 


og 5 Ae Leeds, Shoe Manufacturer. 





Uhe Subscription to the Soutcrrors’ JournaL is—Town, 26s. ; arent: 
28. ; with the Weexty Rerortsr, 528. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumcs 
bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
o = se it is requested that application be made direct to the 

isher. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder, _ 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it *‘ the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, _ 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 

ixtures. 


Made instaniareoisly witn .*iling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfas: Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina a La VaNILtEis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 

In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 

‘ Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor. 
H. Scuwsirzzzr & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 





PADDINGTON ESTATE. 

To Trustees and others.—Six net improved Ground- 
rents of £40 each, arising from houses in West- 
bourne-terrace, Hyde-park, held for 51 years at 
Michaelmas next.—By direction of the Trustees 
under the will of the late Mrs. Marianne Catharine 
Fountaine. 

Vy S885. FOSTER respectfully announce 

for SALE by AUCTION, at the MART, 

Tokenhouse-yard, on WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 4, at 
ONE tor O o'clock precisely, in Six Lots, the 
LEASEHOLD INTERESTS in Nos. &7, £9, 91, 58, 95, 
end 97, WESTBOURNE TERRACE, Hyde-park, 
with stables in rear, held by separate leases for 92} 
years from Midsummer, 1845, at £10 per annum each, 
and sub-demised for the whole term less ten days at 
£50each. These houses are most substantially built, 
are situated about the middle of Westbourne-ter- 
race on the West side, and are of the estimated 
annual value of £300 each. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may shortly be 
had at the Mart ; of Mesers. Garrard, James, & 
Wolfe, Solicitors, 13, Suffolk-street, Pall Mall East, 
S.W.; and of Messrs. Foster, No. 54, Pall Mall. 





LAW FIKE INSURANCE SHARES. 


ESSRS. EILOART will SELL by 

AUCTION, at their OFFICES, on WEDNES- 

DAY, AUGUST 4th, at ONE o’clock precisely, 180 

SHARES in the above Society, in Lots of 10 Shares 

Full particulars of Messrs. Robins, Burges, Hay, 

Waters, & Lucas, Soliciiors, 9, Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; 
nd of the Auctioneers, 40, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


NV ESSRS. PUTTICK & SIMPSON, Literary 
I and Fine Art Auctioneers, 47, Leicester-square 
London, W.C., beg to inform Executors, Trustees, 
Solicitors, and the Trade, that their Season for the 
disposal by Auction of Libraries of Books and Music, 
Engravings, Paintings, and other works connected 
with the Fine Arts, Musical Instruments, and all 
descriptions of Valuable Property, will commence on 
ober 17, and that their warehouses are open daily 
for the reception of goods consigned to them for sale. 
Messrs. P. & 8. will hold several important Sales 
during the Season, end will include small properties 
in appropriate Sales, thus affording the same advan- 
tages to 5 as to large consignments. Libraries 
and other properties catalogued, arranged, and valued 
= Pr2bate and Legacy Duty, or for Public or Private 
e. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, inciuding 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
tained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
£.C., or will be sent by post in return for three stamps.— 
P. for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud cf the preceding month. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY, 
EsTAaBLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi- 
ness 


Chics Office— 

216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 
nearly £1,900,000 sterling. 

Chairman—J amks Cuppon, Eaq., of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee 
& Seppentons). Resales 44, Lincoln’s-inn-tields. 

The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
ij Policy, which is free from all conditions. 
olicies of Insurance granted against the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 
os Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage of 
e Interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 
contingent. 
e Company also purchases Reversions. 
prengestaees, copies of the Directors’ Keport and 
Anuual Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-free on application to 
FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 











EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Re A - MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
#4, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSIoy 
Price LisT UPON APPLICATION 


WODDERSPOON & CO, 


7, SERLE STREET, and 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.0O. 








EW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA- 
TION (LIMITED). 
Capital, £2,000,000; Subscribed and Paid-up, £500,000. 
ondon : 40, Threadneedle-street. 

BRANCHES and AGENCIES—Edinburgh, Bom- 
bay, Caleutta, Madras, Ceylon, Mauritius, Singapore, 
Hong Kong, Shanghai, Yokohama, Kobe, Nagasaki, 
Melbourne, and Sydney. 

The Bank buys and sells Bills of Exchange, makes 
telegraph transfers, issues letters of credit and 
circular notes, forwards bills for collection, and 
transacts banking and agency business generally. 

INTEREST ALLOWED ON DEPOSITS. 
Fixed for 3, 4, or 5 months at 3 per cent. per annum. 
Fixed for 6 or 9 months oe 2 
Fixed for 1 year certain so 4 ow 
Fixed for 2 years oo 4% ” 
Fixed for 3,5,or7 years ,, 5 eo jas 

Current Accounts opened and cheque books 
supplied. Interest at 2} per cent. per annum allowed 
on the minimum monthly balance if not below £100, 

Advances made against og banking securities. 

Pay and pensions drawn, insurance premiums, club 
subscriptions, and other periodical payments made at 
a uniform commission of } per cent. 

Securities bought, sold, and received for safe custody 
from constituents of the bank, Interest and divi- 
dends collected. 

Drafts issued upon the Bank’s Eastern Branches at 
current rates, free of commission. Bills collected or 
negotiated, and every description of exchange 
business conducted. 

The Directors are now receiving applications for 4 
per Cent. Debentures of, £10 and upwards, secured 
upon the freehold bank premises in the City of 
London and elsewhere, in reduction of the 5 per Cent. 
Debentures issued. 

All necessary information and forms can be obtained 
by application to the Agency, 23, St. Andrew-square, 
Edinburgh, or the Head Office, 40, Threadneedle- 
street, London, E.C. 

ROBERT TURNER ROHUDE, Secretary. 


” 





'NNHE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Sapital £2,000,000, fully subscribed. 
£200,000 paid up. Reserve Fund, £5,000. 

The Company’s loans are limited to first-class free- 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 
the uncalled capital. 

Home Dreecrors. 
H. J. Bristow, Esq. Sir Wri11am T. Power, 
W. K. GranaM, Esq, ..C.B. 
Figo NER LAREWORTHY, sh RUssELL, Esq. 
sq. }.M.G. 
ARTHUR M. Mrrcuison,|Sir Epwarp W. Star- 
Esq. RD, K.C.M.G. 
Chairman of Colonial Board— 
The Hon. Sir FrepK. WHITAKER, K.C.M.G., M.L.C., 
late Premier of New Zealand. 

The Directors are issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 4 per cent. for three years, and 
44 per cent. for five years and upwards. Interest half- 
yearly by Coupons. 

A, M. MITCHISON, Bpnging Disietes, 

Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-st., London, E.C. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE- 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Established 
1835. —- £600,000. interest on may be 


capitali 
F. 8. CLAYTON, } Joint 
0: H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 


ESTABLISHED 1851, 


IRK BECK BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 
THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 

DEPOSITS, re parable on demand. 

TWO pet GENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securit and Valuables; the collection of Bills or 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, and Annuities. tters of 
Credit and ular Notes issued. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on application. 














FRANCIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager. 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 

Lowpon: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C, ABERDEEN; 1, 
Union-terrace. 

INCOME & FUNDS (1885) :— 

Fire Premiums ... ove eee eee £577,000 

Life Premiums .., ove oes 191,000 

Interest... ove ove ov 132,000 


Accuutulated Funds ee £3, 134,600, 


oes 


INTEMPERANCE, 
SOLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 


Licensed under the Act of 1879, for Ladies only, 
Terms from £2 2s. per week. 


Apply to the Feqpeigtons, Ker & DE DENNE, Towns 
end H: use, Halesowen. 








BY 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883; 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on tht 
shortest notice. 


AUTHORITY, 





Tho BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immedia 


use, 

MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
speedily printed in the proper form for registration and 
distribution. SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES 
&c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS des 
and executed. No Charge for Sketches, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Lete ASH & FLINT), 

Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registratiwa Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (cornet 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON &.C 








Lato Copying and Eugrossing. 


Deeds and Writings en, and copied on the Premises 
with punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale o 
charges. good Discount allowed on agreed accounts 

LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFT. 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per see 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Print 
in form for Registration. 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRaft 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


at reduced a 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographel 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 


———ew 


HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP 
and other PAPERS. 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITOR 
Can be obtained through all Stationers, 








